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By Mr. FITZGERALD: Resolutions of Group 6, of New York 
State Bankers' Association, approving the general scope. of the 
Aldrich proposal for currency reform, and that it favors the 
creation of a proper discount market in the United States; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. FORNES: Petition for the preservation of Niagara 
Falls; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of Sandwich Manufacturing Co., 
of Sandwich, Ill., for amendment of corporation-tax law:; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. · 

Also, papers to accompany House bill 9097 for the . relief of 
Charles J. Beach; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, papers to accompany bill for the relief of James Trevil­
lian; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\fr. GARRETT: Papers to accompany bill for the relief 
of the heirs of Edwin .Moore; to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HAMILL : Resolution adopted by the board of 
street and water commissioners, city of Newark, N. J., favoring 
granting of the right of way and the water supply for fortifica­
tions to the United States Government; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also, resolutions by the Board of Trade of the city of Eliza­
beth, N. J., favoring reciprocity with Canada; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HAUGEN: Petitions of numerous citizens of Mason 
City, Iowa, protesting against the passage of Senate bill 237; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. KAHN: Resolutions urging amendment to the cor­
poration-tax law which will permit concerns to make returns 
at close of their individual fiscal ye.ars, adopte<l by the follow­
ing members of the Dried Fruit Association of California and 
other bodies: Pacific Fruit Product Co., Henry P. Dimond, 
Phoenix Packing Co., Griffin Skelley & Co., Kings County Raisin 
& Fruit Co., Fresno Home Packing Co., Winters Dried Fruit Co., 
Hunt Bros. Co., Griffin & Skelley Co., Golden Gate Packing 
Co., Monterey Packing Co., F. F. Stetson & Co., Winters Can­
ning Co., Califorrua Fruit Canners' Association, the J. H. Flick­
inger Co., the J. K. Armsby Co., Central California Canneries, 
Sunlit Fruit Co., Taft & Snydam (Inc.), Castle Bros., John H. 
Spohn Co., the C. E. Cumberson Co., Ennis Brown Co., New­
mark Grain Co., B. Holst Co., W.W. Ellis, H. Ainsley Packing 
Co., California Fruit Canners' Association, the l\Ierritt Fruit 
Co., Carquinez Packing Co., and Hyde-Shaw Co.; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolutions adopted by Chamber of Commerce, San Fran­
cisco, Cal., favoring an amendment to corporation-tax law which 
will permit concerns affected to make returns as of the close 
of their individual fiscal years; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By .Mr. REILLY: Resolutions by National Association of 
Automobile :Manufacturers (Inc.), of Hartford Conn., calling 
attention to need for an amendment to the corporation-tax law; 
to the Committee on Ways and i\feans. 

Also, resolutlons by National Association of Automobile Man­
ufacturers (Inc.), Hartford, Conn., urging upon Congress th~ im­
perative need of an amendment of the corporation-tax law mak­
ing it permissible for · corporations and companies to make 
returns at close of their fiscal years; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. SCULLY: Petition of sundry citizens of South Amboy, 
N. J., in favor of reduction in the duty on raw and refined 
sugars; ·to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolutions adopted by the Milwaukee Clearing House 
Association, relating to proposed cold-storage industry; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, resolutions by Elizabeth Board of Trade, of Elizabeth, 
N. J., favoring reciprocity with Canada; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, resolutions by Washington K. U. V., of South River, 
N. J.; Division No. 2, Ancient Order of Hibernians, Sayreville, 
N. J. ; and St. Patrick's Alliance, Independent Branch No. 1, 
Perth .Amboy, N. J., protesting against passage of proposed new 
arbitration treaty with Great Britain; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

Also, resolution adopted by the Board of Street and Water 
Commissioners of the city of Newark, N. J., favoring granting 
of the right of way and the water supply for fortifications to the 
United States Government; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: Resolution by Rhode Island Business 
Men's Association, urging that the channel to Providence be 
deepened; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By l\fr. J. 1\I. C. SMITH: Memoranda in re Frank Hartwell, 
Company F, Sixth Michigan Volunteer Heavy Artillery; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, memoranda in re Charles N. Bacon, Company C, Tenth 
Michigan Volunteer Cavalry; to the Committee on Invalid Pen­
sions. 

By Mr. WEBB: Petitions of sundry citizens of Morganton, 
N. C., asking for a reduction in the the duty on raw and refined 
sugars; to the Committee on Ways and :Means. 

Also, petitions of sundry citizens of Crouse, N. C., asking for 
a reduction in the duty on raw and refined sugars; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Resolution of Workmen's 
Sick and Death Benefit Fund of the United States, asking for 
investigation of the McNamara matter; to the Committee ou 
the Judiciary. · 

SENATE. 
MoNDAY, June 26, 1911. 

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. IDysses G. B. Pierce, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of Friday la t was read and 

approved. 
MESS.A.GE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by J. C. South, 
its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had di agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 1) 
to correct errors in tile enrollment of certain appropriation acts 
approved March 4, 1911; asks a conference with the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon; and had ap­
pointed Mr. FITZGERALD, Mr. BURLESON, and l\Ir. CANNON man­
agers at the conference on the part of the House. 
.. The message also announced that the House had passed reso­

lutions commemorative of the life and public services of Hon. 
JOHN W. DANIEL, late a Senator from the State of Virginia. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 

The message further announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the enrolled bill (H. R. 8649) to authorize the ex­
tension and widening of Colorado Avenue NW., from Longfellow 
Sh·eet to Sixteenth Street, and of Kennedy Street NW. through 
lot No. 800, square No. 2718, and it was thereupon signed by 
the Vice President. 

PETITIONS .A.ND MEMORIALS. 
The VICE PRESIDENT presented resolutions adopted at a 

mass meeting of citizens of the West Side of the city of Chicago, 
Ill., remonstrating against the action of the Senate in ordering 
at public expense another so-called investigation into the ques­
tion of the validity of Wn,LIAM LORIMER as a Senator from the 
State of Illinois, which were referred to the Committee on 
Privileges and Elections. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Wayne 
County, Pa., remonstrating against the passage of the so-called 
Johnston Sunday-rest bill, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the council of the 
Protestant Episcopal Church, diocese of Kentucky, favoring the 
adoption of international arbitration and universal peace, which 
were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. OULLO.M presented a petition of the National Associa­
tion of Automobile Manufacturers (Inc.), praying for the adop­
tion of an amendment to the so-called corporation tax law 
permitting corporations to make returns at the end of their 
fiscal years, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the congregation of the First 
Methodist Episcopal Church of Norwood, Ohio, and a petition 
of the executive committee of the California State Sunday 
School Association, praying for the ratification of the proposed 
treaty of arbitration .between the United States and Great 
Britain, which were referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

He also presented memorials of the Trades and Labor As­
sembly of Grand Forks, N. Dak.; of the Central Federation of 
Labor of Troy, N. Y.; of the Quartet Club Arion of Sayreville, 
and of sundry citizens of Sayreville, all in the State of New 
Jersey, remonstrating against the ratification of the proposed 
treaty of arbitration between the United States and Great 
Britain, which were referred to . the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented resolutions adopted at the annual 
session of the Yearly :Meeting of Friends for New England, hel<l 
at Providence, R. I., praying for the ratification of the pro­
posed treaty of arbitration between the United States and Great 
Britain, which were referred to the Committee on Foreign Re­
lations. 

He also · preEented a memorial of Local Grange No. 278, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Greenville, N. H., and a memorial of 
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Harmony Grange, No. 99, Patrons of Husbandry, of ~unborn­
ton, N. H., remonstrating against the proposed reciprocal trade 
agreement between the United States and Canada, which were 
ordered to lie on the taule. 

Mr. BRISTOW presented a memorial of Soldier Valley 
Grange, No. 1471, Patrons of Husbandry, of Silverlake, Kans., 
remonstrating against the proposed reciprocal trade agreement 
between the United States and Canada, which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Bird City 
and Benkleman, in the State of Nebraska, remonstrating against 
the passage of the so-called Johnston Sunday rest bill, which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. McLEAN presented memorials of Local Division No. 2, 
of Meriden; William A. Harty Branch, of New Britain; First 
Division, of Norwich; and of Local Division No. 1, of South 
Manchester, all of the Ancient Order of Hibernians, in the State 
of Connecticut, remonstrating against the ratification of the 
proposed treaty of arbitration between the United States ancl 
Great Britain, which were referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

He also presented a petition of the Business Men's Associa­
ton (Inc.) of New London, Conn., praying for the ratification 
of the proposed treaty of arbitration between the United States 
and Great Britain, which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

He also presented memorials of Higganum Grange; Farm­
ington Grange; Harmony Grange, No. 92; Plymouth Grange, 
No. 72; Webutuck Grange, No. 86; Tun.xis Grange, No. 13; and 
Danbury Grange, No. 156, all of the Patrons of Husbandry, in 
the State of Connecticut, remonstrating ngainst the proposed 
reciprocal trade agreement between the United States and 
Canada, which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a memorial of the Business Men's Associa­
tion of Hartford, Conn., remonstrating against the establish­
ment of a parcels-post system, which was referred to the Com­
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented petitions of the Business Men's Associa­
tions of Ansonia, Derby, Shelton, and Seymour; of the Pope 
Manufacturing Co., of Hartford; of the Columbia Motor Car 
Co., of Hartford ; of the Locomobile Co. of America, of Bridge­
port, all in the State of Connecticut, praying for the adoption 
of an amendment to the so-called corporation-tax law permit­
ting corporations to make returns at the end of their fiscal 
years, which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. BURNHAM presented a memorial of Local Grange No. 
278, Patrons of Husbandry, of Greenville, N. H., and a memo­
rial of Harmony Grange, No. 99, Patrons of Husbandry, of 
Sanbornton, N. H., remonstrating against the proposed recipro­
cal trade agreement between the United States and Canada, 
which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented resolutions adopted at the Yearly Meeting 
of the Society of Friends for New England, held at Providence, 
R. I., favoring the ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitra­
tion between the United States and Great Britain, which . were 
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. SHIVELY presented resolutions adopted by Group 5, In­
diana Bankers' Association, indorsing the currency plan as pro­
posed by the National Monetary Commission, which were re­
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. O'GORl\IAN presented a petition of the National Auto­
mobile Association (Inc.) , praying for the adoption of an amend­
ment to the so-called corporation-tax law permitting corpora­
tions to make returus at the end of their fiscal years, which 
was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce of 
Poughkeepsie, N. Y., praying for the ratification of a treaty of 
~rbltration between the United States, Great Britain, and 
France, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela­
tions. 

He also presented a petition of the North Side Board of Trade 
of New York City, N. Y., praying for the proposed reciprocal 
trade agreement between the United States and Canada, which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a memorial of Pittstown Grange, No. 1211, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of New York, remonstrating against the 
proposed reciprocal trade agreement between the United States 
and Canada, which was orde~ed to lie on the table. · 

He also pre ·ented a petition of the New Orleans Progressive 
Union, praying for the adoption of the recommendations of the 
Department of State in regard to financial transactions with 
the Repnblics of Central America, which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of New York, 
Brooklyn, and Kirkville, all in the State of New York, remon-
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strating against the pasEage of the so-called Johnston Sunday­
rest bill, which were ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. OLIVER presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Northumberland County, Pa., remonstrating against the pro­
posed reciprocal trade agreement between the United States 
and Canada, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the Board of Trade of Scran­
ton, Pa., praying for the proposed reciprocal trade agreement 
between the United States and Canada, which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry druggists of Allen­
town, Pa., remonstrating against the imposition of a stamp tax 
on proprietary medicines, which was referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the Board of Trade of Erie, 
Pa., and a petition of the Business Men's Exchange, of Erie, 
Pa., praying for the appointment of a commission by the United 
States and Canada for the adoption of a definite plan for the 
preservation and control of the waters of the Great Lakes, 
which were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of Washington Camp, No. 55, 
Patriotic Order Sons of America, of Philadelphia, Pa., and a 
petition of Washington Camp, No. 355, Patriotic Order Sons of 
America, of Kulpsville, Pa., praying for the enactment of legis­
lation to further restrict immigration, which were referred to 
the Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. GRONNA presented a memorial of the congregation of 
the Seventh-day AdT'entist Church, of Roseveld, N. Dak., re­
monstrating against the enforced observance of Sunday as a day 
of rest in the District of Columbia, which was ordered to lie 
on the table. · 

Mr. NELSON presented a memorial of the E. A. Knowlton 
Co., of Rochester, l\finn., remonstrating against the establish­
ment of a parcels-post system, which was referred to the Com­
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

Mr. WET~IORE presented a memorial of 123 citizens of 
ProT"idence, R. I., remonstrating against the imposition of a 
stamp tax on proprietary medicines, which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

He also presented resolutions adopted at the annual session 
of the Yearly Meeting of Friends for New England, held at 
Providence, R. I., favoring the ratification of a treaty of arbi­
tration between the United States, Great Britain and France, 
which were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of the Rhode Island Business 
Men's Association, praying that an appropriation be made for 
the improvement of ProT'idence River and Harbor to a depth of 
30 feet, which was referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE presented a petition of the congregation 
of the Second Baptist Church of Bridgeport, Conn., praying for 
the ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitration between 
the United States and Great Britain, which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of the board of directors of the 
Business Men's Association of Hartford, Conn., praying for the 
proposed reciprocal trade agreement between the United States 
and Canada, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a memorial of Local Dh-ision No. 1, An­
cient Order of Hibernians, of Norwich, Conn .. remonstrating 
against the ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitration 
between the United States and Great Britain, which was re­
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of the National Association of 
.Automobile Mhnufacturers, praying for the adoption of an 
amendment to the so-called corporation-tax law permitting cor­
porations to make returns at the end of their fiscal years, 
which was referred to tbe Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Farming­
ton, Conn., remonstrating against the proposed reciprocal trade 
agreement between the United States and Canada, which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. PERKINS presented a petition of the Floriston Pulp & 
Paper Co., of California, praying for the passage of the so­
called Root amendment to the reciprocity bill, which was or­
dered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a memorial of Progressive Grange, No. 308, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Healdsburg, Cal., remonstrating 
against the proposed reciprocal trade agreement between the 
United States and Canada, which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Sacra­
mento and Oakland, in the State of California, remonstrating 
against the passage o! the so-called Johnston Sunday-rest bill, 
which were ordered to lie on the table. 
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· Mr. MARTIN of Virginia presented affidavi"'ts in support (}f By Mr. BACTON: 
the bill ( S. 2635) for the relief of the trustees of Carmel Bap- A bm ( S~ 2877) amending section 61 of the act approved 
tist Church, Caroline Connty, Va., which were referred to the Mareh 3, 1911, to cudify, revise, and amenH the laws relating 
Committee on Claims. to the judiciary; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr: BRIGGS presented' n: memorial of the Pharmaceutical As- By Mr. SHIVELY: 
sociation of New Jer ey, remonstrating against the imposition, A bill (S. 2878) to authorize the Chicago, Lake Shore & East­
of a stamp ta.x on proJ?rieta:r:y medicines, which was refe~:rea: to ern Railway Co. to construct a bridge across the Calumet River, 
the Committee on Finance. in the State of Indiana (with accompanying paper) ; to the 

He also presented a petition of the Board of· Trade of Newark, Committee on Commerce. 
N. J . .,. praying for the ~doption of an amendment to the so- A bill (S . .2879) granting an increase of pension to Francis 
cl!Iled corporation-tax law permitting corporations to make re- M. Dean (with accompanying paper); and 
turns at the end of their fiscal years, which was referred to the A bill ( S. 28 0) granting an increase of pension to D· vid 
Committee on Finance. Applas; to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented the memorial of George W. Spies, of Pleas- By Mr. GALLINGER: . 
antville, N. J., remonstrating against the passage of the so- A bill (S. 2881) to autharize the widening of Wisconsin 
called Johnston Sun.day-rest bill, which was order~d to lie on Avenue NW. (with accompanying papers); to the Committee 
the table. on the District of Columbia. 

He also presented a petition of the congregation of Unity By l\Ir. BRISTOW: 
Church of Montcla.ir, N. J., and a petition of the Stanley Con- A bill (S. 2882) gr:mting an. increase of pension to Tillman 
g,regational Church and Society of Chatham, N. J"., praying for H. Elrod; to the Committee on Pensions. 
tbe ratification o:f the proposed arbitration treaty between the By l\Ir. OLIVER: 
United States :m.d Great Britain, which were referred to the- A bill (S. 2883) to correct the military reeord of David C. 
Committee on Foreign Relations. · Stewart; to the Committee on Military .Affairs. 

He also presented memorials of Loc::i.l Drrision No. 16, A bill (S. 2884) granting an increase of pension to D. D. 
Ancient Order of Hibernians, of Jersey City; of the Quartet Barclay (with accompanying papers}; to the Committee on 
Club of Arion, of Sayreville; and of sundry citizens of Jersey Pensions. 
City and SayreYille, all in the State of New Jersey, remonstrat- By Mr. MARTIN af Virginia.: 
ing against the ratification of the proposed treaty of a.rbitra- A bill (S. 28 5) for the r_elief of the trustees of Lebanon 
tion between the United States and Great Br-itain, which were Evangelical Lutheran .Church, of Shenandoah County, Va.; to 
referred to the Committee OJl Foreign Relations. the Committee on Claims. 

He also presented petitions of the Board of Trade of Eliza- By Mr. JONES: 
beth, of the Board of Trade of Newark, and ef tlle Chamber of A biil ( S. 2886) granting a pension to Sarah E. Muzy; to the 
Commerce of Plainfield, all in the State- of New Jersey, pray- Committee on Pensions. 
ing for the praposed. reciprocal trade agreement between the By Mr. P~"ROSE: 
United States and Canada, which were ordered to lie on the- A bill (S. 2887) granting an increase of pension to John S. 
table. Rhoads ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented memorials of Local Granges, P:itrons of By Mr. NELSON:. 
Husbandry, of Pembe ton, Kingwood, and Cold Springs, all in A bill (S. 2888) for the relief of Mary E. Lovell (with ac­
the State of New Jersey, remonstrating agai~st the pwposed companying papers); to the Committee on Claims. 
reciprocal ~de agreement be!ween the Umted States and By Mr. BOURNE : · 
Canada, wmeh were ordered to .lie on the tabJe. . . A bill (S. 2889) to authorize the use of money orders as 

He a~o. presented a memOTial ?f Typographical Umon. No. 
11 
temporary postal-savings certificates; to the Committee on 

103, of Newark, N. J., and a memonal of Local Braneh National Post Offices and Post Roads. 
Brotherhood of Operative Potters, and the Metal Polishers · By Mr. OWEN: 
Buff-erg, Platers, Brass Molders. Brass and Silver Worki:-rs' A bill (S. 2890} for the establishment of, a probation system 
Union of orth America, of Trenton, N. J"C) remonstrating in the United States coID'ts, ex.(!ept in the District of Columbia ; 
against the alleged bduction of John J. l\IcNamara from In- to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
dianap lis, Ind., which were. referred ta the Committee on the A bill (S. 2891) pronding for the erection of a public build-
Judiciary. ing at Muskogee, Okla.~ and 

1\Ir. ROOT presented a memorial of the Retail .Merchants' As- A bill ( s. 2892) providing for the erection of a public build-
soeiation of Buffalo, N. Y., remonstrating against the imposition ing at Tulsa Ok.la..· to the Committee on Public Buildines and 
0-f a stamp tax on pro-p.rietary medicines, which was referred to Grounds. ' ' 

0 

the Committee on Finance. 
Mr. BOURNE presented a memorial of Blue .Moan.tam Grange, RECIPROCITY ITH CANADA. 

No. 345,. Patron.s of Husbandry, of. Union ?cmnty, Oreg., re- I Mr: BRISTOW submitted an amendment intended to be pro­
monstrating a~~mnst the proposed rec1pro~ trade agreement b~ posed by him to the bill (H. R.. 4412) to promote reciprocal 
tween the United States and Canada, which was ordered to lie trade relations with the Dom.inion of Canada, and for other 
on the tab-le. purposes, which was ordered to lie on the table and be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITrEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. OURTIS, from the Committee on the District of Colum­
bia, to which was referred the bill (S. 1069) to authorize the 
widening and extension of MinneS0ta. Avenue from Pennsylvania 
Avenue SE. to its present terminus near Ea.stern Avenue, and 
for other purposes, reported it with amendments and submitted 
a report (No. 88) thereon. 

Mr. GALLINGER, from the Committee on the District of Oo­
lumbia, tO' which was referred the bill (S. 1898) providing for 
the protection of the interests of the United States in lands and 
waters comprising. any part of the Anacostia River, or Ea.stern 
Branch, and lands adjacent thereto, and for other purposes, 
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 89) 
thereon. 

BILLS. INTRODUCED. 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, a.nd,, by unanimous 
consent, the second time and referred as follows: 

BY Mr. JOHNSON of Maine~ 
A bill ( S. 2874} for the relie:1i of Lincoln W. Tibbetts (with 

accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Claims. 
A bill ( S. 2875) granting an increase of pension to Hiram N. 

Brann (with accompanying papers); a.nd 
A bill ( S. 2876) granting an increase of pension to Eugene 

Sulli'ran (with accompanying papers); to the Oommittee on 
Pensions. 

.AMENDMENT TO DEFICIENCY APPROPB.IATION BILL. 

Mr. OWEN submitted an amendment intended to be proposed 
by bim to the urgent deficiency appropriation bill (H. R.12109), 
whieh was ordexed to be printed, and, with the acc0Il1]}anying 
'Qaper, referred to the Committee on Claims. 

ASSIST.A.NT' MESSENGER TO COMMITTEE ON TERRITORIES. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan submitted the following resolution 
(S. Res. 80), which was read and referred to the Committee 
to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senn.te : 

ResoZi·e-<J, That the Committee on Territories is hereby authorized 
to employ an assista.nt m senger at a salary of $1,000 per annum 
to be paid from the contingent fund of the Senate until otherwise 
provided for by law. 

ASSISTANT CLERK TO COMMITTEE ON Eil'ENDITURES IN THE POS'r 
OFFICE DEPARTMENT. 

lli. BRISTOW submitted the following resolution ( S. Res. 
81}, which was read and referred to the Committee to Audit 
and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

ResoZ-vea, That the Committee on Expenditures in the Post Office 
Department be, and it is hereby, authorized to employ an assistant 
clerk, to he paid from the contingent fund of the Senate, at a. salary 
ot $1,440 per annum. 
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ASSISTANT CLERK TO COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE W AB 

DEPARTMENT, 

l\Ir. WORKS submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 82), 
which was read and referred to the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Resol-ved, That the Committee on Expenditures in the Wat Depart­
ment be, and it is hereby, authorized to employ an assistant clerk at a 
salary of $1,440 per annum. 

RECIPROCITY WITH CANADA. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed. 
l\Ir. PENROSE. I move that the Senate proceed to the con­

sideration of the reciprocity bill, House bill 4412. 
The motion was agreed to, and the Senate, as in Committee 

of the Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
4412) to promote reciprocal trade relations with the Dominion 
of Canada, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The pending question is on the 
amendment of the committee. 

Mr. CUM.MINS. Mr. President, I give notice that on Wed­
nesday, June 28, immediately following the routine morning 
business, I will address the Senate upon the pending bill, 
with special reference to the amendments I have proposed to it. 

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. President, I understand that the sub­
ject for discussion before the Senate to-day is what is known 
as the Root amendment to the Canadian agreement. I think 
it is generally known by this body that I am opposed to the 
Canadian treaty or agreement in its present form. On the 
very day after the agreement was sent to the Senate by the 
President of the United States I wrote to Louisiana, stating 
that in my opinion some provisions of the agreement operated 
as an unjust discrimination against the agricultural interests 
of some sections of this country, and for that reason, if for 
no other, I could not support it in the sha_pe in which it was 
presented. Before I went home after the adjournment of the 
Congress my position on that subject was well known to several 
of my brother Democratic Senators and possibly to one or two 
Republican Sena tors. 

As soon as I reached New Orleans in March after the ad­
journment of Congress I was interviewed on the subject by a 
reporter of one of the leading New Orleans daily papers, and 
I then stated my opposition to the agreement and gave the 
reasons why I could not support it, adding, however, that if 
it was amended so as to do away with the injustice that I 
thought would be done by its provisions to the agrieulturists 
of the country, I should very willingly support it. A few days 
after that I was interviewed in north Louisiana by a reporter 
of one of the leading papers in that section of the State, and 
I then reiterated the views .I had already expressed, and added 
that as these were my convictions no amount of criticism could 
swerve me from carrying them out. So my position on the 
subject has been for several months thoroughly understood by 
the people of Louisiana. . 

Now, as to the pending Root amendment, I m~st confess that 
I do not very clearly understand that proposition, except that 
neither its adoption nor its rejection will have any effect on the 
reciprocity bill so far as relates to its being accepted by the 
Dominion of Canada. There seems to be a very serious dis­
agreement among lawyers in this body as to what its effect 
might be, but out of the somewhat foggy atmosphere that per­
vades the subject to me at least I do seem to see that the 
measure is calculated on one point, not a very important point 
either, in my opinion, to correct an inequality in the bill 
whereby the citizens of the United States would be put on a 
fairer plane with the citizens of the Dominion of Canada than 
they are without it; and believing as I do that through the 
provisions of this treaty the Dominion of Canada is receiving 
far more advantage than the United States will be receiving 
from it, and as I do not wish to give the Dominion of Canada 
any assistance in the way of getting any greater advantages 
from the treaty over the United States than it is already receiv­
ing, I shall vote in favor of the Root amendment, unless my 
views are changed by the further discussion that will happen 
to-day. In voting that way I do it with a perfect knowledge 
that the amendment is doomed to defeat, but the knowledge of 
the success or defeat of a pending measure before this body 
can not of course have the slightest influence on me in the 
matter of my vote upon it. 

Mr. CL.ARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, I for one shall vote 
for th~ Root amendment, not for the reason urged by some of the 
Members of the Senate that they desire to make the bill as bad 
as possible, but because I am opposed to the bill, and if it has 
to become a law I desire to make it as good as possible. 

I have yet to hear one reason urged upon this tloor why the 
Root amendment should not be adopted. The only statement I 
have heard either ·in public or private, the only reason urged, 
is that the bill must be passed without amendment as it came 

from the House. That is not a conclusive argument to my mind 
as a Republican. That a Republican Senate must take a bill 
prepared and passed by a Democratic House in the face of the 
opposition of a majority of the Republicans in the House, and 
must pass it without amendment, I say is not a conclusive or 
even a persuasive argument to my mind. 

When the Senate shall so far forget its duty to the public, 
when the Senate shall so far lose its respect for itself as to 
say that it will not amend a bill for good when it comes before 
this body, then the Senate is simply to become an echo and to 
lack power in the affairs of the Government. That, for one, I 
am unwilling to do. There are Senators upon this floor who 
believe that the Root amendment is a proper amendment and 
yet hesitate to place it upon this bill. Their reason I can not 
imagine. 

I am for the Root amendment, because, to my mind, it affords 
the only loophole of excuse for the passage of this bill. It 
at least assumes some degree of reciprocity. I am for the Root 
amendment because it gives some relief from section 2 of the bill, 
which, as presented, flies directly in the face of every Repub­
lican utterance that has been made by the Republican Party 
in reference to the tariff. Section 2 provides for the free admis-

. sion of paper and wood pulp. We are urged that we must not 
meddle with the wool schedule, that we must not meddle with 
the steel schedule, that we must not touch the sugar schedule, 
because the Republicans, by solemn act, have provided for a 
Tariff Board that will look into the wisdom of these various 
schedules as they now are, and shall set forth the facts that 
they find in connection with the industry, and that no legisla­
tion on these subjects should be had until such board has inves­
tigated and reported; and the last utterance of the Repub­
lican Party, written into the platform at the suggestion, or at 
least with the active and earnest cooperation of the Senator 
from Massachusetts in the subcommittee which prepared that 
platform in Chicago, was that the Republican Party believed 
in the protective tariff; that they believed the measure of pro­
tection should be the difference between the cost of production 
at home and abroad, with a reasonable profit to the manufac­
turer. The only schedule in the tariff upon which that Tariff 
Board has made a report, the only light that they have given 
us upon this whole tariff question, has been in reference to the 
schedule that is mentioned in section 2 of this bill. 

What is it that is proposed by some of the so-called regular 
Republicans in this Chamber? To fly in the face of the report 
of that board. That board reports the difference between the 
cost of production in Canada and the cost of production in the 
United States of print paper to be something over $5 a ton. 
Section 2-I do not wonder it is in the bill, because it comes 
from a body that does not believe 1n a protective tariff, that 
does not believe that it is for the best interests of the country 
so to adjust ourselves as to have any protection in our taritr 
bills-section 2 flies 1n the face of that well-considered report; 
flies in the face of the action of the Republican Congress in 
giving credit to that board, and absolutely flies in the face of 
the last definite utterance on the tariff by the Republican plat­
form of two years ago. 

I am in favor of the Root amendment as a Republican, be­
cause it takes a little of the sting out of section 2. The Root 
amendment does provide that when Canadian print paper shall 
come into this country free, reciprocally our paper shall go into 
Canada free. 

l\Ir. McCUMBER. Mr. President, would the Senator mind a 
little inquiry right there? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I yield. 
Mr. McCUMBER. Does the Senator know of anything pro­

duced in the United States which, after this bill shall become a 
law, will, under the rules of trade, go into Canada free? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I know of nothing. 
Mr. McCUMBER. Well, then, if the Senator--
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Of course, the opportunity is 

there if the product is there. 
Mr. McCUMBER. The opportunity is there, but the condi­

tions of trade are such that none of our products would go into 
Canada free. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. No. 
Mr. McCUMBER. Well, can not the Senator see, then, that 

by adopting this amendment he would spoil the present beau­
tiful symmetry of the compact'? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I do not want to spoil it, but I 
want to mar it a bit. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Sena.tor from Wyoming 

yield to the Senator from Minnesota 1 
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'Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I do. 
Ur. CLAPP. Would it mar it? 
l\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. Oh, I think so. It is now dis­

tinctly Democratic. l want to put a.little Republicanism into it 
Mr. CLAPP. Has the Senator from Wyoming investigated 

so as to ascertain how much paper, pulp, and wood combined 
were shipped into Canada from this country last year! 

l\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. No; I have not investigated that. 
'I have not been interested in it very much, because ! do not 
believe it would be enough to found an argument on. 

Ur. CLAPP. That is just the point with reference to this 
amendment. While it proposes to give reciprocity, it is dealing 
with a subject that the veriest novice knows, because of eco­
nomic conditions, we never can get reciprocity in .. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I am not a novice, then, because 
I do not know it. 

Mr. CiiA.PP. But the Senator just admitted practically that 
he had not sufficient interest as to our capacity to ship these 
products into Canada to even have investigated it. Speaking 
now from memory, we got $300,000 worth of those articles into 
their market. against $4,000,000 they got into ours. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. The Senator is substantially cor­
rect. I should not be surprised if the discrepancy were greater, 
but I am not making this argument, as I stated before, on the 
ground that we are going to benefit Yery much by the Root 
amendment. I am making it on the ground that I do not want 
to entirely throw overboard every Republican doctrine contained 
in the tariff proposition, and this does give a: loophole, so that 
if our industry should increase, if the market should be afforded, 
and if Canada should become a depot for the entrance of our 
paper, so that we will ha.ve the opportunity, we can take 
adrnntage of it and get in. Without the Root amendment we 
can not. · 

.l\Ir. OVERMAN. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDE~T. Does the Senator from Wyoming 

yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 
l\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. Certainly. 
Mr. OVERMAN. If I understood the Senator correctly, he 

said the bill is now Democratic? 
.l\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. Absolutely. 
Mr. OVERMAN. Does the Senator think, if we put the Root 

amendment on, it will be un-Democratic? 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I think it will have a little .Repub­

lican leaven in it. Does the Senator from North Carolina be· 
Iie·rn that to put the Root amendment on would keep it 
Democratic? 

Mr. OVERMAN. Well, we will discuss that. 
1\Ir. CI.ARK of Wyoming. The Senator evades that question. 
Mr. President, so far as section 2 is concerned, I think every-

one agrees that it is not a pa1·t of the reciprocal arrangement, 
so called, between Canada and this country; it is not a part of 
the agreement that was entered into by the ministers of Canada 
and the representativ-es of the United States. 

I had formed an idea of exactly what this section meant with 
the Root amendment, but I \vas somewhat shaken in 'Illy indi­
vidual conclusions by the remarks of the Senator from Iowa 
[.Mr. Cm.iMINs] in this Chamber two or three days ago. What­
ever we may think of it, however, we must conclude, and iit is 
acknowledged, that section 2 of this bill does not carry out the 
agreement betw·een the two countries; it is not the compact that 
was sent to the House of .Representatives. 

l\Ir. BROWN. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator .from Wyoming 

yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. CURK of Wyoming. Yes. 
ltlr. BROWN. The Senator observes that he was somewhat 

shaken in his convictions by the argument of the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. CuuMINS]. He immediately follows tluit '\'\rith the 
statement that everybody concedes that the Root amendment is 
in conformity with the agreement. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Oh, no; I did not say that. 
Mr. BROWN. I am glad if I misunderstood the Senator. 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I did not say that. .I said that I 

was somewhat shaken in regard to it. 
l\Ir. BROWN. The Senator from Wyoming argued emphat­

ically that it violated the agreement. 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Oh, no. I did the Senator from 

Iowa the credit to say that he had shaken me somewhat in 
my -former belief ; but I went on to say that section 2, as it 
comes from the House, is not in any event the agreement that 
was entered into between this country and Canada. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President- -
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 

yield further to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Yes. 
Mr. BROWN. If it was in conformity with the agreement, 

then the Senator would be heartily in favor of the bill? 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Not at all. I am against it from 

soda to hoc, right straight through the whole bill. I do not want 
my position misunderstood. But if we have got to have this 
bill enacted into law, I want to make it as good as I can. 

Mr. BROWN. If it is in harmony with the original agree­
ment. the Senator is for it; and he is against it if it is con­
trary to the agreement. Is that the position the Senator takes? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Does not the Senator yet under­
stand my position( 

l\Ir. BROWN. I am trying to understand the Senator. 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I am against the reciprocity 

agreement--
Mr. BROWN. The Root amendment is in conflict with the 

reciprocity agreement--
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Will the Senator wait! I am 

against the reciprocity agreement; but if the Republicans in 
this Chamber are going to make it so that I haYe got to take 
it, I want to make it as good as I can; and I believe the Root 
amendment betters it. That is my position. 

Mr. BROWN. Will the Senator yield again! 
The VICE PRESIDEi~T. Does the Senator from Wyoming 

yield further to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Oh, yes. 
Mr. BROWN. I do not ca e to interrupt the Senator, but I 

should like to get hi \iewpoint, if I can. The Senator now, 
as I understand, is in favor of the Root amendment because it 
puts Republicani m into the pact? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Because it helps the bill. 
l\fr. BROWN. Now, the -Senator is aware of tile fact, i he 

not, that the author of the amendment himself stated on the 
floor here that, with his amendment adopted, there would be 
no change in the practical effect anll result of existing law so 
far as free print paper is concerned? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I am aware of the fact that the 
Senator from New York looks on his child with not quite so 
much love as I look at it. 

Mr. BROWN. I am not speaking of love; I am speaking of 
the effect of his own amendment, which the Senator from New 
York .,ays will leu\e the law as it is o far as the re21 result 
is concerned. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Is the Senator speaking accu­
rately? Does he mean the law or the bill? 

Mr. BROWN. The law-that it will leave the law as it is; 
that the r sult will be the Eame as under existing law-that is, 
we hould till have the pre ent duties on print paper and 
spruce wood with the Root amendment adopted, and ther 
would be no reduction either on this side of the boundary line 
or the other, because the condition the Root amendment puts 
into the law lea-ves the practical result just as it is to-day. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I do not agree with that at all. 
Mr. BROWN. Well, the author of the amendment does. 
JI.Ir. CI.ARK of Wyoming. The author of the amendment, 

perhaps, does not view his child with the same eyes that I do. 
But, ~Ir. President, I ba\e seen no real demand, or any de­
mand well-seated in reason, for the em1ctment of any part of 
this bill. I see still le..,s demand for the enactment of ection 2, 
because, as I ha\e said before, nobody contends for a moment 
that section 2 is a reciprocal provision. 

There is just one interest that asks for section 2, and that is 
the interest that has assaulted in farnr of free paper every 
Republican tariff that has been formulated in the Chambers of 
Congres for the last 15 years. That is the interest that ap­
peared before the Republican national convention in Chicago 
and the Democratic national convention in Denver; that is the 
interest that in season and out of season, contrary to all Re­
publican doctrine, contrary to every spirit of fairne s in our 
industrial affairs, has demanded free print paper. 

It was urged in the bearings, it has ev-en been spoken in public 
utterances by 'those high in authority, that the cru ade amongst 
the fai·mers against this pact had its birthplace amongst a 
band of promoters in New York; that, in fact, the farmers are 
not con cious as to whether or not they are interested vitally 
in this matter; that they do not know what they are talking 
about; and that all their opposition has been caused, as I have 
said, by a band of promoters in New York. That is the 
medicine that has been sedulously sent out by those in favor 
of free print paper; but the same hearings de-veloped the fact 
that substantially all the crusade m favor of the reciprocity 
agreement has been conducted by the great u ers of print paper 
in metropolitan centers, which have been groomed and prepared 
for the race by ·the American Publishers' Association. I say 
that without fear of contradiction. 
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The American Publishers~ Association, the membership of 

which is to be sa"ted $6,000,000, according to their own figures, 
if this bill goes through, do not care what becomes of this reci­
procity agreement so long as section 2 remains in it inviolate. 
When yon talk of a hothouse propaganda, here we have one. By 
their own admission before the committee, a man is paid $15,000 
a year for this very purpose, and a telegram was sent out to 
the newspnpers by the president of that association, which vir­
tually controls the daily news of this country, " Please see to 
it that your correspondents in Washington are instructed to 
treat favorably the reciprocity measure, because it provides for 
free print paper." That same bureau has been sending out 
articles addressed to the farmers, articles addressed to each 
State, playing upon their Eelfish interests. These things are 
all published in the hearings. So that if I am opposed to the 
bill as a whole, I am still more opposed to section 2, unless it 
be amended in the reciprocal method for which the Root amend­
ment provides. 

I am not going to discuss the peciprocity bill; bnt I want to 
make a few inquiries of my political colleagues upon this side 
of the Ohamber. It ls no surprise to me that the Democratic 
Party as a whole are in favor of this measure; it ls no sur­
prise that, with two of three notable exceptions, the vote will 
be practically unanimous upon the other side of the Chamber, 
as it was upon the Democratic side of the House of Representa­
tives, and why? Because it is a thing that they have been 
hoping for; it is a thing that they believe in; it is a thing that 
they want to write upon the statute booR:s ot this Nation in con­
formity with their tariff policy for 50 years. 

The Democratic Party in the Senate are absolutely consistent 
in their opposition, and they are the only ones that can claim 
any credit if good shall follow the enactment of this bill. The 
Republican Party is openly divided in this Chamber upon this 
proposition; and to my unutterable surprise I find those who 
through sunshine and in storm have advocated the Republican 
doctrine of protection, Senators from New England whose 
prosperity is built upon a protective tariff, are the first ones to 
desert the doctrine of protection in this bill. They were the 
first ones who taught the country that the tariff was not a local 
issue; they were the ones who appealed to the farmers of your 
State, sir [the Vice President in the chair], and to the farmers 
in other States to uphold the doctrine, because it was a great 
national blessing, the benefits of which directly or indirectly 
found their way into every household in the land ; and year 
after year the farmers of the Northwest, of North Dakota and 
South Dakota and Minnesota and Iowa and other States have 
marched up with their Republican majorities-majorities 
founded and claimed almost substantially entirely upon the 
idea of a protective tariff and upon the idea that it was not a 
local issue. 

When our Democratic friends upon the stump and elsewhere 
have gone before the people of the country and have said to the 
people of those States, "Republican protection is a fraud; it 
fattens the manufacturer; it fattens New England; but you are 
paying for it," men who in this Ohamber and elsewhere have 
heretofore been the strongest supporters of protection are the 
first ones to strike a blow at the idea that a Republican pro­
tectiye tariff is uniform in its operation, and they say in this 
bill, "We will make the tariff a local issue." They take up the 
discarded theory, even, of the Democratic Party in Hancock's 
time, that the tariff is a local issue, and they come into this 
Chamber and say, 11 We will make it a local issue; we will strip 
from the farmers of the Central and Northwestern States all 
benefit they can possibly derive in their vocation from the oper-

- ation of the tariff. We will confine it to the manufacturer." 
I want to ask the Senator from Massachusetts-I want to 

ask other New England Senators in this body who are going to 
vote for this pact-whether they vote for it because they be­
lieve that Republican doctrine as it has been taught by the 
Republican Party all these years has been a delusion and a 
snare? What answer are you going to make to your constitu­
ents when the time shall come and they look back upon the 
vote in this Chamber on this bill and say to you, " By that 
vote you laid the ax to the root of the tree of our tariff pros­
perity?" Because, just as sure as the sun shines, this free­
trade doctrine in the Republican Party will not stop now. I 
view this with the utmost alarm. I do not believe in reprisals; 
I do not believe in revenge; and it will take even more than 
this legislation to make me wa"ter in my political faith in Re­
publican protection. But, just as sure as the sun shines, the 
manufacturers of New England can not hope to escape the 
results of thus making the tariff a local issue. 

It was said by the Senator from New York [Mr. ROOT] in 
this Chamber the other day that while in his belief the farmers 
of this country had not as yet received much benefit from the 

protective tariff, in his opinion, as the point of our national 
consumption approached the point of production the farmer 
would receive some benefit. 

We lmow from what we have heard in this Chamber, from 
what we have heard on this floor, that that point is now 
reached; and you, my Republican friends of New England, you 
whom we of the West ha\e stood for through thick and thin 
during these 30 or 40 years, you say to- us, you say to the 
millions of farmers, " Just as soon as we see that protection 
is protecting you, that instant we will wipe it from the statute 
books, but we will leave untouched the protection which we 
have enjoyed through your assistance and favor for lo these 
many years." 

Mr. DILLINGHAM. .Mr. President--
The VIOE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 

yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
Mr. CL.A:RK ot Wyoming. Yes. 
l\Ir. DILLINGHAM. I hope the Senator from Wyoming does 

not include all the New England Senators. 
.Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I was especially careful not to. 

I said, or intended to say, those of the New England Senators 
who were going to vote for this pact 

I am not unconscious of the fact that the West owes largely 
to the manufacturing States; I am not unconscious of the fact 
that the manufacturing States of New England have stood 
through evil report and good report for the Republican pro­
tective tariff; and that is what amazes me all the more that in 
this time when by the mutations of human politics the oppos­
ing party has already acquired control of the other portion of 
Congress, when the assaults are thickest and the hardest upon 
this doctrine of protection, when the enemy is in force, when 
they are equipped, when they are ready and eager for the fray, 
when they have already captured the outworks and are now 
training their guns against the citadel itself, that the first men 
to desert the cause are the men who for years and years have 
stood like adamant against the heresy of free trade; and free 
trade is no longer something that can be laughed at. 

In times past when we have made our campaigns we have 
been met by the opposition saying, " the tariff is no longer an 
issue. No one is in favor of free trade." And yet upon this 
floor, within this debate, we have three distinguished Senators 
on the Democratic side rising and saying " we are against pro­
tection in any form or in any phase. We do not want even 
the incidental protection, and we want the tariff laid so that 
not only will it not be a protective tariff, but we want it laid 
without even incidental protection entering into it." If that is 
not free trade, then free trade has neyer had utterance in the 
political history of this Nation. 

Mr. OLAPP. Mr. President---. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 

yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 
Mr. OLARK of Wyoming. Certainly. 
Mr. CLAPP. The Senator from Wyoming has stated that 

this Canadian tariff bill was in harmony with the dreams anc'I 
hopes of the Democratic Party for years. I believe in being 
fair. There are Democrats who are in favor, perhaps, of this 
kind of a tarifl bill. But in my reading of Democratic utter­
ances upon the tariff-and I know it is negatived by the posi­
tive declarations of some members of that party in the Sen­
ate-

Mr. OLARK of Wyoming. They a.re the ones to whom r 
ref erred in my exceptions. 

Mr. CLAPP. So it is hardly fair to say that a measure that 
had its origin in the interest of great combinations, that ignores. 
the producer and consumer and simply strengthens the hands 
of recognized trusts-I hardly think it is fair to say-is in 
harmony with Democratic purposes. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I want to be perfectly fair to the 
Democratic Party, but I want to put it so that they will under­
stand that I am not flirting with thei:i. Mr. President, the only; 
utterance I have heard in favor of this pact-I have heard none 
upon the Republican side-is from the Democratic sid~ that 
they are for this pact because it is "a step in the right direc­
tion." 

Do not, my Republican friends, think for a moment that this 
crusade against our protective tariff is going to stop here. It is 
not going to stop until one of two things happens; either that 
the assailants of the policy are repulsed as field after field is 
fought-and this bill is the first skirmish-or until the very 
corner stone of the protective system is in ruins; and it is for 
the Republican Party in this Senate to say which shall be the 
result. 

You, my Republican friends, the stalwarts, the standpatters, 
who believe in party discipline, who beliern that the greatest 
good can only come by united action, you who believe that the 
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progressives have been wrong in their statements that they did 
not care to be bound by a conference or a caucus, you who be­
lieve that they have strayed far from the way-are you willing 
to go into a conference with the Republican Members of. this 
Senate to-day and abide by the outspoken views of the majority 
of that conference upon this reciprocity pact? Are you? If 
you are, I for one am willing to abide by the result of such a 
conference. I for one am willing to abide by the regulars and 
insurgents together in this body as to what they shall say and as 
to what shall be the expression of the party in this Chamber 
upon this policy. 

Aye, I will go further, my Republican friends, you with whom 
I have been associated for many years in this Chamber, we 
who have fought the battles together as best we could. I am 
willing that the regular Republicans in this Chamber shall 
settle by their unbiased and uninfluenced vote what shall be the 
policy of the party in this Chamber in regard to this pact. I 
ask any Republican Senator who is going to vote for it, I ask 
any Republican Senator, either insurgent or progressive or 
regular, wherein in any part of the history of our party, 
wherein in any utterance of those who blazed the way in the 
doctrines of our party, you will find any justification of any 
sort for the vote you propose to cast in favor of this bill? 

It is one of the most singular political positions. Senators 
are going to vote-so I am told ; I hope they will not-for this 
measure because they believe it will do no harm. I have yet 
to hear one Republican upon the floor of the Senate say that 
he believes it a good thing. I have yet to hear one Republican 
member of the Fina.nee Committee, that reported it without 
recommendation, say that it is a good thing. Are you going to 
vote for it because it is for the general benefit of the country, 
thus putting behind some of your treasured political notions as 
to the tariff, sacrificing the politics of the present for the 
good of the future? I have yet to bear one Republican say so. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 

yield to the Sena tor from Minnesota? 
:Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Yes. 
l\fr. CLAPP. Did I understand the Senator from Wyoming 

1 to say that there were Republicans who were going to vote for 
it because they believed it was a good thing? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Oh, no. 
Mr. CLAPP. How? 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. No; I did not say so. I assumed 

there are some. 
Mr. CLAPP. I should like his photograph. 
l\f r. CLARK of Wyoming. I said I assumed there were some. 

And I asked, if they did vote for it, was it because they believed 
that it was a good thing for the general good of the country 
irrespective of our teachings upon the tariff? 

Then, I ask any protective Republican in this Chamber, are 
you going to vote for it because you believe it is in consonance 
or sympathy or accord with the position of your party for 50 
years upon the question of protection? No one of the regular Re­
publicans will rise in his place and answer yes. Then, for God's 
sake, why are you going to -vote for it? I have heard one reason, 
and one only. The reason is that it will not do any great harm. 
The only reason why a Republican who claims to barn the fire 
on the altars of his patriotism and his party always burning 
can tilld for voting for this Democratic measure is that it will 
not do any particular harm. · 
· I will tell you what harm it will do, my friends. You are 

turning the grindstone to sharpen the knife that will put the 
hide of protection on the fence all over this country. That is 
exactly the harm you are doing. You are opening the tent, and 
the camel's bead will be in, and it will not be very long before 
the camel will be in and you will be out, my Republican friends. 

I do not wonder that our Democratic friends are enthusias­
tically and almo t unanimously in favor of this pact. What 
they have not been able to do for 50 years we Republicans are 
going to do for them here in 30 days. We are doing their work 
for them. We are wiping protection from the statute books. 
We are using the club that shall kill our protected interests. 
We are doing it ourselves, and it is no wonder they feel pleasant 
and are agreeable to joining in the operation. 

But the political situation is extremely strange. Here we 
have a pact or an agreement, a trade agreement made between 
the United States and Canada, or between the representatives 
of those Governments. The trade agreement is sent to tbe 
House with the pretty distinct notion that the instructions that 
accompany it are that the agreement shall be passed without 
the crossing of a " t " or the dotting of an " i." It is called a 
reciprocal agreement. 

l\Ir. NELSON. If that is true, section 2 ought to be elimi­
nated from the bill entirely. 

· Mr. CLA.IlK of Wyoming. I was just going to say that if 
those instructions had been followed or if that view had been 
followed, the bill would not be in its present form here. But 
instead of dotting the " i " over in the House, they blackened 
the eye by inserting this section 2. They amended the agree­
ment; and now we are told by Republicans upon this floor, by 
regular Republicans upon this floor, that we must pass this 
bill without the crossing of a " t" or the dotting of an "i." 

The bill as it came from the conference between the two 
countries-the bill agreed to by Secretary Knox and l\Iinister 
Fielding? not at all, but the bill prepared and passed by an 
overwhelming majority of the Democratic House and against 
the majority of the Republicans voting thereon-we are told we 
must pass, not the Canadian agreement, but the House bill 
without an amendment. And why without amendment? Un­
der what code of ethics? Under what code of political respon­
sibility are we as Senators of the United States acting? We 
might as well abolish ourseh·es. We might as well go horn~. 
We do not even need to send a postal card to represent us if 
we are not to act upon our individual and party judgment. 

Mr. President, I had no idea of taking any of the time of 
the Senate. I apologize to the Senate. But I wanted my po­
sition plainly understood, and I want the regular Republicans in 
this Senate to understand exactly the bridge which they have 
constructed to pass over from Republican protective tariff to 
the Democratic tariff plan. I want them to understand that 
they are laying open the whole system of a protective tariff. 

Mr. WORKS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HEYBURN in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Wyoining yield to the Senator from 
California? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. With the greatest pleasure. 
Mr. WORKS. In view of what the Senator has said, I 

should like to ask him whether he believes that the action of 
any Member of this body should be governed or controlled by 
the action of the caucus of his party or any part of it? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I surely believe in party action 
and the rule of majorities. 

Mr. WORKS. You believe in the caucus, and that a Member 
of this body should be bound--

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I do not believe in a caucus of 
the Senate, because we have never bad a caucus of the Senate. 
The caucus is unknown in the Senate procedure. That is, on 
the Republican side. I am not speaking of the Democratic 
side. 

Mr. WORKS. Then you believe we should resort to the cau­
cus in order to bind Members to vote for a measure that is 
viewed with favor by a majority. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. The Senator puts a conclusion in 
my mouth which I have studiously denied. There bas never 
been such a thing as a caucus upon the Republican side of this 
Chamber, within my recollection, in 16 years. There are those 
here who have been here longer. The so-called Republican cau­
cus is a Republican conference, and the purpose of that confer­
ence is to talk oTer, to confer about, to consider matters that 
may be of party importance; and in a majority of cases-in 
nearly every case within my recollection-the majority of the 
conference has determined the action of the party, although 
the most eminent Senators who were ever on this side of the 
Chamber-notably the Senator from Massachusetts, 1\fr. Hoar, 
and the Senator from Connecticut, l\Ir. Platt-reiterated the 
doctrine I reiterate now, that while in union there i strength, 
and while it is desirable to get, if possible, the unanimous 
agreement of the party, yet no man's individual conscience can 
be bound by the action of any number of men. 

Mr. WORKS. I am glad to hear the Senator say that. 
l\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. But--
Mr. WORKS. I should like to ask the Senator, if he will 

allow me-
1\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. Yes. 
Mr. WORKS. Whether he believes that the action of any 

Member of this body should be governed or controlled by the 
wishes or desires of another department of the GoTernrnent? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I should like to know before I 
answer that question whether the Senator is going to ask me 
any more or not. 

Mr. CLAPP. I am willing to take the burden off the shoul­
ders of the Senator from Wyoming. 

Tlle PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo· 
ming yield? 

l\fr. CLARK of Wyoming. !n answer to the inquiry of the 
Senator from California, I will state that my idea is this: I 
can see no reason on earth why the various departments of the 
Government may not act with the utmost harmony upon public 
questions if they are of the same political party; but I believe 
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upon any measure that shall be pending before Congress, it is 
the plain duty of either House to act irrespective of what may 
be urged, except in t he way of legitimate argument, by any other 
department of the Government. 

fr. WORKS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo­

mlng yield fm·ther to the Senator from Oalifornia? 
l\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. Yes. 
!fr. WORKS. Does the Senator from Wyoming regard tbis 

as a politieal men.sure? 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I do. It is a Demaeratic measure. 
Mr. GALLINGER. .l\fr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo­

ming yield to the Senator from New Hampshire? 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. With pleasure. 
Mr. GALLINGER. I was interested in what the Senator 

from Wyoming said in regard to party ca11euses, or confer­
ences, in the Senate. The Senator said that during his 16 
years of service he had nDt understood that any meeting of 
Republican Senators could properly be called a caucus, but, 
rather, a c-0nference. That is true. I have had longer service 
than the Senator here, and that has been the view that always 
has been taken. Yet it has ordinarily been understood that, 
unless there were some overwhelming reasons to the contrary, 
the will o! the majority of Republieans in conference would be 
accepted as the will of the party. 

l\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. There is not any question about 
that 

Mr. GALLINGFJR. The Senator from Oalif-OTni.a--
M:r. STONE. Mr. President, this is a matter we are Tery 

much interested in on this side. We would like to have the 
Senator speak louder. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wyoming 
l:las not yielded, except to the Senator from New Hampshire. 

Afr. STONE. It is a matter of order I ask. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tile Senator must first receive 

the consent of the Chair to interrupt the Senator. 
Mr. STONE. I have asked eonsent. I have addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wyoming 

has yielded to the Senator from New Hampshire. Until that 
Senator indicates his willingness to yield no other Senator 
will be recognized. 
. Mr.· STONE. The Chair is right. I make n-0 complaint. I 
'Si.mply wanted the Senator to talk loud reoongh to be heard. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I rise to a question of order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Georgia 

will state his question. of order. 
Mr. BACON. I am not willing to concede what the Senator 

from Missouri says. When a Senator is unable to hear it is 
not a question of the consent of the occupant of the floor, but 
a question going to .a point of order, which is a matter to be 
addressed to the Chair. When a Senator says he can not 
hear it is a 1>0int of order, and it does not depend upon the 
consent of the ~nator who is holding the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair did not understand 
·the Senator from Missouri to address the Chair when he 
rose, but he addressed his remarks to either the Senator from 
Wyoming or the Senator from New Hampshire. The Chair 
indicated that he must first receive the consent of the Chair 
before interrupting the Senator. 

Mr. BACON. That is exactly the point · of order I made, 
that when that is the purpose a Senator does not have to get 
consent of the Senator on the floor, but it is o. matter for the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair bas disposed of it. 
Mr. GALLINGER. I had supposed that my fault ordinarily 

hn.s been that I talk too loud rather than too low. I will 
endeavor so to speak that the Senator from Missouri will 
understand what I say, whether it is important or unimportant. 

I was about to suggest, Mr. President, that the Senator 
from California raises the point that Republicans are not 
bound by the will of the majority, and we concede that regard­
ing important questions as to our conf.erences in the Senate. 
That is true also in a broader sense, if Republicans feel at 
liberty to disregard the will of the majority. However, the 
Senator from CaUfornia will 1·ecall the fa.ct that, while I 
believe he was a minority candidate in the State of California, 
when it came to electing a Senator the Senator and his friends 
im;isted that the legislature should vote for him and not some 
other man. 

Mr. WORKS. On the contrary--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator must first ad­

dress the Chair and obtain recognition. 
Mr. WORKS. I did. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will please wait 
for recogmition. Does the Senator from New Hampshire yield 
to the Senator from Oa.lifo.rnia 1 

Mr~ GALLING.ER. I will yield to the Senator if I am per­
mitted to do so. 

Mr. WORKS. The Senator from New Hampshire is mis­
taken. I was not a minority candidate in Calif.orn.ia.. On the 
contrary, I carried the Republican vote of the State by u 
plurality, and also the Democratic vote. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Well, Mr. President, some of the papers 
of California hav-e not stated the matter accur-.ately if that be 
true. Certainly the Senator was not .n. majority eandidate in 
the legislative districts of his State, .and he insisted upon the 
legislature electing him because he receirnd more rntes t hau 
any other candidate. I have no disposition to argue the matter 
beyond the mere suggestion, if the Senator from Wyoming will 
permit me a m'Oment further, that if we are to ham a Repub­
lican Party in this country we .can only ha-re it by permitting 
the majority to eontroL Going from the State of Califo rnia 
to the State of Oregon, we know that the Seruttor who was 
~lected was a minority eandida.te, and yet he insisted that b~ 
-cause he received more votes in the primaries tha.n any otter 
one candidate he was entitled to the support of the legislature, 
and oo received it. In other wor<ls, a plurality candidate ia­
T-Oked the support of the legislature beeause he was a plumlity 
candidate. 

Mr. President, I think it would be-better that we should come 
to a fairly clear understanding about this matter .and eonelude 
tha.t it we are to erist .as a party we can only do so by recog­
nizing the will of the ..majority of the party as being some­
thing that at least is worthy .of our eonsideration1 and not 
assert, as has been asserted .over and over again reeently in 
this body-, that we can do as we please; that we can recognize 
the majority will or not; that we can vote with one party or 
with another party as best &Iits our eonvenience a.nd -0ur 
purpose, and yet we are ~ublicans. I repudiate, llr. Presi­
dent, any such position upon the part of any member of the 
Republican Party, if we are to have a Republican Party. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER Does the Senator from Wyo­

ming yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Certainly. 
Mr. DIXON. I have been deeply interested in the remarks of 

the Senator from Wyoming, and I bave agreed with almost 
everything he has said. 

1\lr. BAOON. Mr. President, I rise to ~ point of ()fder. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Georgia 

will state his point of order. 
Mr. BACON. We ean not hear the Senator from .Montana on 

this side. 
Mr. DIXON. I will try and speak 1-0nd enough so that the 

Senator from Georgia may hear what I have to say, for I think 
it may be of interest to him. · 

Too Senator from Wy-01ning has just said that this Oanadian 
reciprocity treaty, so called, was not a Republican measure. 

M:r. CLARK of Wyoming. I said it was a Democratic 
measure. 

Mr. DIXON. That is the way I understood it. The Senator 
:from Wyoming also says that the majority of the Republicans 
in the House of Representatives voted against this so-called 
Canadian reciprocity bill. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I so read the RECORD. 
Mr. DIXON. I should like to inquire of the Senator from 

Wyoming wheth€r it is not a matter of fact that a. majority 
of the Republican Senators on thi.s side of the Chamber are 
lined against the bill? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I understand that is the truth. 
Mr. DIXON. Then, 1n speaking of regular Republican Sen­

ators, would the Senator classify this minority of the Re1mb­
Iican Senators who are in favor of the bin as regular Repub­
licans when a majority -0f the Republican Senators are \oting 
in opposition to it? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. All Republican Senators look 
alike to me, but they look better when they a.re voting Repub­
lican principles. 

Mr. DIXON. I wholly agree with the Senator in that; but, 
applying this rule to this Democratic measure that this minor­
ity of Republicans are supporting, they cert.a.inly can not arro­
gate to themselves the title of regular Republicans. 

l\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. I do not think they are. I think 
they are trying to aYoid all mention of regular Republicanism 
in connection with the bi11. 

l\Ir. DIXON. How would the Senator classify the Republican 
Finance Committee, a majority of whom, I understand, is for 
the bill? Are they regulars or insurgents? 
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Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Being a member of the committee, 
my modesty makes me decline to classify them. Of course the 
Senator very well knows, because it has been stated on this 
floor over and over again, that a majority of the Republicans 
on the Finance Committee are against this bill. 

Mr. DIXON. How would the Senator classify the chairman 
of the Finance Committee who reported the bill? 

l\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. He is beyond classification in all 
things. · 

Mr. DIXON. Is he a regular or an insurgent? 
1 Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. He stands by himself. 

Mr. DIXON. He is in a class by himself. I just wanted to 
add that the shoe seems to pinch the other side of the foot. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, having gone 
through the political catechism as to my individual views, I 
wish to sum up in substance, before the debate is over upon 
this bill, the reasons why I am opposed to the bill. 

I am opposed to it because I believe from all the evidence I 
can gather that it works a distinct and a dreadful injury to a 
large class of the producers in the United States. I believe 
this from the evidence presented by the farmers of the North­
west, who came here in their own behalf, unbiased and un­
moved by any appeal from the firm in New York, unbiased and 
unmoved by any appeal from the National Grange, because they 
do not belong to the National Grange, I understand; unbiased 
and unmoved by anytlling except a deep and strong conviction, 
made by years of study of their own condition, made by their 
knowledge as readers of the public prints of the conditions 
across the line, their knowledge of the possibilities of the un­
known Canadian northwest, and their. absolute knowledge of the 
]imitations of their own country and with an intelligence that 
I do not believe has been equaled before any committee of the 
Senate in many years. They presented their reasons for being 
against this pact-that it would injuriously affect them in stock 
and store and happiness. I am against it because I believe that 
class of our citizens should and must receive consideration if 
the protective tariff system is to survive the assaults which will 
be made upon it in the next four years. I am against this pact 
because even its most strenuous adherents do not urge one 
single valid reason in its behalf. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President--
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wy­
oming yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. With pleasure. 
Mr. HITCHCOCK. I should like to inquire of the Senator 

from Wyoming whether he agrees with the admission made by 
the distinguished Senator from New York [Mr. RooT] last 
Thursday that heretofore the duties imposed under a protective 
tariff on farming products had not benefited the farming class? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. As I understood the Senator from 
New York, he made no such statement. . 

Mr. lliTCHCOCK. Will the Senator permit me to read what 
the Senator from New York said? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Will the Senator permit me to 
state my understanding? · 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Let me read from the RECORD. I have it 
here. 

l\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. Will the Senator permit me in my 
own time to state my understanding of what the Senator from 
New York said or, at least, as it made an impression upon my 
mind; not in these words, of. course. He doubted very much 
whether the farmers had received very much benefit from the 
protective tariff, but probably-and I have stated this before­
when the point of consumption and the point of production were 
brought nearer together the farmer might receive a protection. 
I think that is substantially what the Senator from New York 
said. 

Mr. IDTCHCOCK. The sentence-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wy­

oming yield further to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Oh, yes; I will yield to the read­

ing of the RECORD, although sometimes I do not like it. 
Mr. HITCHCOCK. The distinguished Senator from New 

York used this language: 
I never have thought that the duties which were imposed upon farm 

products were of any real general benefit to the !armer. 
That is the admission one of the great leaders of the Re­

publican Party made on this floor last week. 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. My memory is a little hazy about 

that. Will the Senator read a little further? 
Mr. IDTCHCOCK. That is a complete sentence by itself. 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Will the Senator read a little 

further? , 
Mr. HITCHCOCK. I have no objection to reading the whole 

paragraph if the Senator desires. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I just wanted to see whether my 
recollection is correct or not 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I am quoting here the admi sion made 
by the distinguished Senator from New York. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I got an impression somewhere 
that the Senator had running through his mind the possibility 
of the point of production and the point of consumption meet­
ing; and if he did not say it, I do not know where I got ·it. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I am not disputing that statement, but 
I am asking whether the Senator from Wyoming agrees with 
the Senator from New York that in the past the farmer bas 
been hoodwinked by the claim that he was receiving or has 
received any benefit from the protective tariff. That is a state­
ment of fact and belief of the Senator from New York that 
in the past the farmer has received no benefit from this tariff 
upon the products of his farm. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. The Senator still has not read 
the part to which I referred. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I have read sufficient to incorporate into 
the RECOBD the admission by the Senator from New York. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. The Senator has read su~cient 
to incorporate into the RECORD a sentence and then declines to 
incorporate into the RECORD a following sentence that might, 
perhaps, explain it. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I will leave it to the Senator from Wvo. 
ming and the Senator from New York to incorporate a qualify­
ing sentence. 

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Will the Senator from 
Wyoming yield to me? 

-The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo­
ming yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. The statement of the Senator 
from New York was substantially as I said, and I am surprised 
that the Senator from Nebraska should seek here to record a 
part of that thought and then decline to .read into it the bal­
ance although he has it before him. 

I yield to the Senator from South Carolina. 
Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. I should like to ask a ques­

tion of the Senator from Wyoming. I will preface my ques­
tion by making a statement. 

I do not think that I ever heard a clearer or a more con­
vincing presentation of the question of protection than that 
presented by the Senator from New York in his speech the 
other day. He almost persuaded me that there was a real 
genuine, patriotic, economic ground for the doctrine of protec­
tion a.s enunciated by him. His idea was, as I caught it, that 
protection was for the purpose of encouraging American enter­
prise and industry to such a point that it could equal in qual­
ity and in quantity such American production as would be to 
the benefit of all the American people as it grew and progressed 
and met their needs. 

The Senator from Wyoming, as I understand him, is claiming 
that the converse of that is your protection doctrine; that as 
our production decreases and the American people are to suffer 
by lack of foodstuffs, protection must afford its benefits; that 
not in increasing and meeting the needs of the American people 
but in decreasing it shall enrich them at the expense of the 
American people. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. The Senator can not get me into 
any argument about, the merits or demerits of protection or the 
various kinds of protection. If the Senator had been listening 
to my speech he would know it has been a speech made to the 
Republicans of the Senate, all of whom believe in the pro­
tective taritf policy, and it has not been directed to the 
Democrats. 

I have congratulated the Democratic Party in this Chamber 
because of the opportunity of which they so sk_illfully availed 
themselves in the presentation of this bill. I congratulate the 
Democratic Party that that old dame is still able to flirt with 
the whole neighborhood, to make eyes at the insurgents on 
sugar and the wool schedule, to make eyes at some of the 
regulars on this reciprocity and get away with the whole 
business, as I am told you are going to do. But still I am not 
here to argue the protective tariff, but only to try and convince 
some of my Republican friends, at whose feet I have studied 
for years the theory of a protective tariff, that now, in the 
extremity of that doctrine, when every cannon of the adver­
saries is turned against the battlements, they should not desert 
and go with you. That is what I have been trying to get at. 

M.r. SMITH of South Carolina. .May I ask the Senator a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo­
ming yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Just for a question. 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Yes. 
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1\Ir. SMITH of South Carolina. If the production of wheat in 1\Ir. MARTINE of New Jersey. Well, I suppose, if it is 

the Northwest-I will take that as an illustration-was so perfectly in order, that I may enlighten a distinguished mem­
great that the surplus had to be disposed of and consumption ber of the Republican Party as to whether or not the Repub­
and production had not reached almost the place where there Hean Party exists or is in control of this Senate; and with 
was a sufficient amount for the American people, would the that view I most respectfully ask the privilege of quoting from 
Senator believe that the passage or nonpassage of this reciproc- the great Mail and Express of the city of New York--
ity bill, in so far as it affects wheat, would have no effect upon The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo-
the farmer? Suppose we were to make twice as much as the ming yield for that purpose? 
·American people needed and the western farmer was making Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. The Senator from New Jersey 
twice as much as the market would. justify, or as would pro- always enlightens us when he speaks, but I object, Mr. Presi­
tect him in the market, does the Senator think it would be any dent, to newspaper controversies or views being printed in my 
benefit whatever to the farmer in the price he is to receive? · remarks, or as a part of them. The Senator, of course, will find 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Oh, it is of little concern what I no objection if he presents them in his own time as a part of 
think or may not think. I am not discussing the policy of pro- his views. 
tection. I am not discussing the question whether or not that I am not, l\Ir. President, in this discussion arguing for one 
policy protects the farmer. I am discussing nothing except the moment that I agree with all the members of my party. I 
action of the Republican Party in regard to this fundamental am conscious of the fact, Mr. President-sadly conscious of 
policy and this fundamental political belief. the fact-that my action on this bill is at total variance with 

I am not going to be drawn into any argument on the pro- many great leaders of the Republican Party, but I believe as 
tective tariff, because if I should talk, and the Senator from firmly as I believe anything else which is strong-rooted down 
·south Carolina should talk across this aisle from now until deep in my heart that these leaders of the Republican Party 
Congress adjourns, his idea would still be the same. My idea are wrong on this proposition, and I have taken this oppor­
is, and has been for 50 years, that the Republican doctrine of tunity, which I seldom do, to differ with my Republican asso­
protection is the saving grace of our industrial system. The ciates, because I feel deeply the effect the proposed action 
Senator's thought probably is, as often expressed in the Demo- may have on the future of our party, and if on the future of 
cratic platform, that that policy is a delusion and a snare, if our party, then upon the future of our Nation. 
not worse. So we would not get together, and we would not I said, Mr. President, when I was interrupted, that I was 

· get any nearer together. I am not addressing any argument to against this measure because I believed it was not for the best 
Democrats in favor of protection, and I am talking to no one interests of the country. I said I was against it because no 
on this occasion who favor the opposite doctrine, but I am man has risen in his place and shown where any great section 
trying to convince · some of my Republican friends that they of our country would be benefited by it. What great Republican 
are here and now throwing overboard this doctrine, which has leader is there, what protectionist is there to be found who 
been the sheet anchor of our party, and the doctrine which we either here or elsewhere has said that the country will be 
ha 1e always believed is the sheet anchor of prosperity in this greatly benefited by this legislation? 
country. . It is assumed in many great centers that Canadian reciprocity 

1\Ir. SMITH of South Carolina. It was not a question as to is the solution for the high cost of living-a hope as baseless as 
that, l\fr. President, with all deference to the Senator, and the idle wind-and the very man who is most interested in see­
with an acknowledgment of the courtesy he has shown me in ing this pact carried through does not seek to hold out to the 
allowing me to p~t this question to him; but .I ~derstood him consumer the hope that he will be benefited by the reduction 
to say that now, Just as we !1ad reached a pomt m our P_rodnc- of high prices by virtue of this legislation. The best that anyone 
tion. where the far~er w~s likelr to get a benefit from t~1s pro- has said is that it will not do any great harm. 

· tectioi;i •. we were domg h1~ an .mcalculabl~ harm, tbro~mg the I am opposed to this bill because, in my judgment, it violates 
doo~ w1~e open, and denymg him that which he was Just now 1 every principle of protection to which we have given adherence . 
commg mto. . . . It violates our last national utterance on protection in the 
· Mr. CLARK of Wyom~g. The Senator IS partly nght and Chicago platform. There is nothing in it from A to Z in ac-

partly wrong. I was statmg :be fact-- . cordance with Republican doctrine; but there is in it, my Re-
Mr. l\f.ARTINE o~ New Jersey. Mr. President, may I ask publican friends, that which you and I in the Republican Party 

the Senator a question? ha1e steadfa tly set our face against since our party had its 
_The ~RESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo- birth, and that is the Democratic doctriB.e of free trade. That is 

mmg yield to. the Senator .from New Jersey? in this bill and of it and through it; it is the foundation stone 
Mr. CLARK of Wyommg. I drea~ the e~oquence of the of the bill, as protection is the foundation stone of our party 

Senator from New Jersey, and I fear his questions, those ques- policy. 
tions fearfully and wonderfully made. u S'"ITH f s th c l' M p 'd t I h · M 1\fA.RTINEl of New Jersey. I ask will the Senator J.u.r. ...u 0 ou aro m~. . r. _ resi en , . s o~ld like 

. 
1
J7 ' to ask the Senator from Wyommg Just one quest10n with ref-

yi~r. CLARK of Wyoming. Oh, yes; I yield for a question. erence to on~ of the last remark~ he made, because I am sure 
Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I want to ask if I under- be wants to keep the RE.CORD straight. 

stand the Senator correctly, that this is not a question of Mr. CLARK of Wyommg. ~es. 
reciprocity, but that it is a question of politics, Democratic or Mr. Sl\fITII ~f South Ca:olma. If I unders~ood the Senator 

' Republican? I hav·e heard the distinguished Senator make correctly, he said tha.t ther~ has not been a smgle grea~ party 
remarks regarding the political phase of the question, and then lea~er ?n the Republican ~1de _who advocated the doctrme em­
interjected in his remarks were remarks of the Senator from bodied m the proposed r.eciprocity a~ree11;1ent. 

· ·New Hampshire [l\fr. GALLINGER] asking if the Republican Mr. CLARK of Wyommg. Oh, no, I did not say that. There 
Party had ceased to exist. I want to answer that by a quota- are lots of them. . . 
tion from one of the distinguished and great Republican l\Ir. SMITH of South Carolma. Then I misunderstood the 
papers of the great city of New York-- Sena.tor;. but that is the mam~er in w~ich I under~to~d him; 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I will not yield for that. and m new of that understandmg I desired to ask him m what 
Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I ask that-- category he did put the real author of this proposal? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wyoming Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. To whom does the Senator refer? 

declines to yield further. l\:lr. SMI'.fH of South Carolina. I refer to the President, of 
l\fr. CLARK of Wyoming. I beg the Senator will not intro- course. As I understand, this is largely the great issue upon 

duce into ' the reciprocity discussion anything that any news- which, in fact, he called the extra session; and I am quite 
paper in the great city of New York has stated. sure that the Senator from Wyoming is not standing here in 

l\fr. MARTINE of New Jersey. It has no particular reference this day of protection and attempting to read the Chief Ex.ecu-
to the- tive, the head and front of his party, out of his party. He 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wyoming called this extra session for the purpose of passing this very 
declines to yield. measure, and now the Senator denominates it a Democratic 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. %e Senator can introduce it in measure and claims that no real good, regular, stalwart Re­
his own time. I do not care to have my remarks defaced by publican can support it without threatening the very founda­
the interjection of matter of that kind. tion of Republicanism, when the man who carried your standard 

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I want to enlighten the to victory and who to-day is t.he head and front of the Repub-
. Senator as to what the Republican Party-- lican Party is sponsor for this measure; and this extraordi· 

'.fhe PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wyoming nary session was called to pass it as a good Republican 
declines to yield for that purpose. measure. 
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Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. The Senator asks a question, in ca.use I am not a free trader. It is full of free trade and pro-­
which he assumes that ·1 said something that I never did tection, but there is not a line in it that gives application to 
say, and then he assumes a division between the President and the Democratic doctrine of tariff for revenue, and therefore I 
the Republican Party that does not exist. insist that it is not a Democratic measure. It is a free-trade 

Mr. SMITH of South Carolinn. With the permission of the and protection measure, but not a bl.riff-for-revenue measure. 
Senator, I should very much like to hear the explanation of 1\fr. CLARK of Wyoming. The Senator and myself, in fact, 
his strictures on reciprocity. are upon a common ground. He is not a free trader, and I am 

l\fr. CLARK of Wyoming. If the Senator had paid atten- not a free trader. He is for a tariff for revenue, and I agree 
tion, he would remember that I said I opposed it because that this is a bad bill We have· free trade at the start; we 
among all its advocates no one seemed to rise and give a good h.a-rn free trade at the end. We have a little tariff scattered 
reason for its passage or attempt to show that any large por- along through the middle, but in his portion of the country and 
tion of our citizens are furnrably affected by it. That is what in mine we both look out for the man who "plays both ends 
I said. against the middle." 

l\Ir. SMITH of South Carolina. Does the Senator not con- .illr. SIMMONS. That is what I desire the Senator to give 
sider the President's message that accompanied the proposed me information upon. I have been carefully studying this bill; 
agreement as a good reason, from a Republican standpoint, for I have been trying to analyze it with a view to finding out 
the passage of this measure? whether there is in it anywhere a single item that applies the 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I do not consider the President's Democratic doctrine of a tariff for revenue. 
message to Congress as the reason why I should vote for the l\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. No. Assuming for the sake of 
measure. the answer that the Democratic doctrine is a tariff for revenue, 

l\Ir. SMITH of South Carolina. That is not the question, the Senator and I both know that this bill will not produce rev .. 
JUr. President. The question I asked wasi d~d the Senator con- enue, but that, on the other hand, it will throw it overboard in 
sider it a good reason? bucketfuls. 

l\fr. CLARK. of Wyoming. Th.at is the answer, Mr. Presi- Mr. SIMMONS. I desire to say to the Senator that while 
dent, whether it is to the question or not. there are reductions in the duties levied upon manufactured 

~Ir. SMITH of South Carolina. Then the Senator puts the products in this bill, there is not a single reduction, so far as 
President, in so' far ~s he is related to reciprocity, in the ca.te- I have been able to find, that will bring the duty that is retained 
gory of a good Democrat? upon any manufactmed product in this bill down to the revenue 

l\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. I think the Senator will find, basis. On the contrary, I think the Senator is mistaken in 
when the time comes, that the President will be amply able to I saying that there is not a great deal of protection in this bill­
take ca.re of himself. I said this was a Democratic measure. not as much as he wants, of course, and not as much as the 
If it is not, what is it and where did it have its origin? It Repub~ican Party wants, of course-but there is not a single 
had its origiu in the Ways and .l\Ieans Committee of the House · manufactured product, of which a farm product is the raw 
of Representatives, which is Democratic. Where did it llave I material, upon which the duty in this bill in practical effect is 
its vote? On the Democratic side of the House of Representa- not actually increased; and in some instances the increase 
til'eS. Where bas it its vote in this Chamber? Upon the Dem- amounts to as much a.s a hundred per cent. 
ocratic side of the Senate. I have here before me a table prepared bY' an exiert of the 

Mr. O'GORMAN. Mr. President. will the Senator yield for a Treasury Department, who has been assigned to the minority, 
question? members of the Finance Committee by the Treasury Depart-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo- ment, and who, I think, is one of the actuaries in that depart-
ming yield to the Senator from New York? ment, the same expert, as I understand, that the chairman of 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. With great pleasure. : the Committee on Ways and Means of the other House used. 
Mr. O'GORU.AN. Is it not a fact that the bill was intro- According to the table furnished m:e by this e.xpei·t, while there 

duced in the House of Representatives by the leader of . the is a nominal reduction of the duty on cattle on the hoof, the 
Republican. minority; that the bill itself was prepared by him; duty retained on meat, the manufactured product, in view of 
a.nd, that being so, ca.n the Senat~r doubt ~hat it entered the the fact that the duty is taken off of the raw product, affords a 
House under very excellent Republican auspices? greater amount of prote.ction to. the packer than exists under 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I understand, whether my under- the present law. 
standing is correct or not-and I may be pardoned for men- ~r. CLARK of Wyoming. Oh, very much greater. 
tioning names in order to make my answer clear-that the bill l\ir. SIMMONS. Very much greater. I want to give the 
was prepared by Represent~tive McCALL, o~ Massachusetts, one Senator the figures for the purpose of showing Him that he is 
of those protec~ion Repnbllc3:n~ that I gr~eve from my he~rt mistaken if he thinks that this bill is not full of protection as 
to see taking his present posit10n and laym?, as I have said, well as free trade. The truth is, Mr. President, the bill is 
the ax at the very root of th~ tree of protecti?n. . nothing but free trade at one end and protection at the other; 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. · President, I should like, with the per- that is all there is of it. 
mission of the Senator from Wyoming, to ask him a question, Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Which end hns the protection in 
but before asking the question I want to make a statement. it-the first or the last? 
The Senator said that this bill is a free-trade bill. l\Ir. SBllIONS. The free trade comes first and the protection 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. No .. The Senator must be accu- afterwards-free trade upon the raw products; free trade upon 
rate. I have spoken absolutely wit_hout notes, but when I ~et the products of the forest and the farm; protection upon the 
through I have a tolerably clear idea of what I have said. products of the mills and the factories. That is the kind of 
What I did say on that point is that I opposed it ·because there bill it is. 
was in it the Democratic doctrine of free trade. Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. About. as bad as they could 

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator says that it is a Democratic make it. 
bill. Does the Senator mean he thinks it is Democratic be- Mr. SI:Ml\IONS. Now, upon swine, according to the figures 
cause of the free trade in it? Is that what the Sena.tor means furnished me--
to say? Mr. REED . .l\Ir. President--

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Substantially, I believe it is a l\Ir. SIMMONS. Just let me finish this. 
Democratic bill, because it canies out the Democratic doctrine The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the ' Senator from North 
with regard to the tariff, and is opposed, in my opinion, to the Carolina permit the Chair to make an inquiry? The present 
Republicn.n doctrine with regard to the ta.riff. occupant of the chair has been absent from the Chamber for a 

Mr. SiillIONS. Mr. President, · I agree with the Senator moment and he does not lmow who is entitled to the floor. 
that this bill is chock full of free trade. It puts all the prod- Does the Senator from Wyoming still have the floor? 
ucts of the farm and forest upon the free list, and to that Mr. Slhll\IOXS. The Senator from Wyoming is still entitled 
extent it is a free-trade measure. I concede that. But the to the floor. 
Democratic Party is not a free-trade.. party; it is not in favor Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I had taken my seat, but the 
of free trade. Sena.tor from North Carolina rose to make an inquiry, to which 

.Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I am glad to hear the Sena.tor I am listening. 
say that, because three eminent Democrats have risen within The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from North Carolina, 
the last three d'ays and said they were free traders. then, is entitled to the floor. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Can the Senator point me out a single item .l\Ir. SIMMONS. The inquiry I rose to make was whether 
in this bill which applies the Democratic doctrine of a tariff the Senator from Wyoming was able to i;>oint me out a singl~ 
for revenue? item in this whole bill that applies the Democratic doctrine of 

1\1r. CLARK 9f Wyoming. ?iir. President-- a tariff for rernnue. He has said b.e is unable to do that. Yet 
.l\Ir. SUfi\IO:NS. Jl,lst s. mon:;ient. This bill is ~~ock ~ull of J;l.e insists upon saying it is a Democratic measure, because it 

free trade-and that is one of the reasons I am against it, be- has a lot of free trade in it. I haT'e never understood the 
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Democratic Party to be a free-trade party. I myself surely am 
not a free trader. 

Mr. CLARK of ·Wyoming. I think the Senator from North 
Carolina, in relation to the party on the other side of the aisle, 
has substantially the same difficulty I have on this side. I am 
unable to convince some of my colleagues as to the Republican 
doctrine. He is unable to convince a majority of his C'Olleagues 
as to the Democratic doctrine, because we have bad three dis­
tinct expressions · from that side against the proposition the 
Senator has announced. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I have not found anybody on this side in 
favor of free trade. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. In relation to this present bill 
and the inquiry of the Senator, I do not want the Senator to 
understand that because I have completed what I started to 
say I have in any wise exhausted the iniquities of this bill, and 
I am delighted to have the Senator go on and speak of those 
matters in the bill which are matters of common knowledge as 
being unfair in the application of the doctrine of protection, to 
be added to what I have already said. 
- l\Ir. SIMMONS. I was afra1d from the Senator's remarks 
that the protection in this bill had escaped his attention, and I 
wanted to call his attention to it. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. No; not all. I was ashamed to 
speak of it; that is all. 

l\Ir. REED. l\Ir. President, I wanted to ask the Senator from 
North Carolina a question. Does he denominate this as a bad · 
bill because it gives free trade in lumber? 

l\Ir. Sil\IMONS. I did not desire to use the word "bad.". 
If I have usecl that word, I withdraw it. It is a bill I can 
not support in this form. I do not regard it as a good bill. 

I wm· content myself by putting into the RECORD the table to 
which I have referred as showing a large net increase in the 
protection which the pendiilg bill affords over the present law 
upon meat products and upon flour. In the aggregate it amounts 
sometimes to over 100 per cent. I do not desire to elaborate 
that. I simply referred to it for the purpose of showing that 
there is a great deal of protection in this measure as well as 
free trade . 

The table referred to is as follows : 
Effect of proposed 1·eciprocity upon the pt·otection to certain industries. 

Duty. 

Present. Roolprocity. 

Beef cattle: 
Alive, valued at S50 ............................... . 
Dressed, 700 pounds .............................. _ 

$13. 75 .. ................. 
10.50 $8. 75 

1--------i--------
Protection to packer ............................ _ 13.25 8. 75 

'.=========!======== 
Swine: 

Alive ___ .. __ - . - - -- --........................... •. - -
Dressed, 200 pounds ............................. .. 

1.50 .................. 
3.00 2.50 

1~-------1---------
Protection to packer ..................... --..... _ 1.50 2.50 

!=========:======== 
She~iive. _ .. ___ . - .. --.. --........... -................ -

Dressed, 150 pounds ......•.•..........•..••....... 
1.50 ---- .. ·--i~87i 2.25 

1---------1---~---
Protecti on to packer._,; ........................ . • 75 1.87! 

i=========!======== 
Wheat: 

4.53 busbels (amount needed to make 1 barrel flour}. 
Flour, 1 barreL ... ·---·--· .. ·-----·-- ... -..... -. -· Sl.18 
Mill stuff, 55 pounds ................... -... _....... .10 

Protection to miller ............................ -. .15 .57 

t .Against the packer. 

Mr. REED, Mr. WILLIAMS, and Mr. HITCHCOCK addressed 
the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North 
Carolina yield, and to whom? 

i\lr. SIMMONS. I yield to the Senator from Missouri, if I 
have the floor. I do not know whether I have the floor or not. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Missouri is 
yielded to. 

~fr. SI.i\UIOKS. I wish to say, before yielding, that of course 
I regret to have to disagree with my colleagues on this side of 
the Chamber about this measure. 

It has been understood all the time that I did disagree with 
them, and I am expressing here to-day the views I expressed 
just before the close of the last session of Congress, when I 
made an elaborate speech upon this subject-my individual 
views. Then and now I spoke for myself alone. 

Mr. REED and Mr. WILLIAMS addressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. To whom does the Senator from 
North Carolina yield? 

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield to the Senator from Missouri 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the Senator from Missouri permit me 

to ask a question of the Senator from North Carolina before 
he takes his seat? 

Mr. REED. I surely will. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missouri in 

turn yield to the Senator from Mississippi? 
Mr. REED. Certainly. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I desire to ask the Senator from North 

Carolina about this table he has had inserted in the RECORD. 
Mr. SIMMONS. I only want to insert--
Mr. WILLIAMS. I want to ask the Senator by whom it was 

prepared and at whose request. 
Mr. SIMMONS. It was prepared at my request. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. It was prepared at your request? That is 

what I want 
Mr. SIMMONS. By a Treasury expert who has been as 

signed by the ac:tion of the Finance Committee to assist the 
minority members of that committee in getting up statistics. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It was prepared by him at your request? 
Mr. SIMMONS. At my request, just as he will prepare and 

I have no doubt, has prepared some for you--
1\Ir:-WILLIAMS. I understand. 
Mr. Sil\IMONS. And I am sure he is preparing every day 

like tables for other minority members of the Finance Com 
mittee. 

I want to say, further, at the suggestion of the Senator from 
Texas th.at his instruction is that when he prepares a table for 
one minority member of the Finance Committee he is to fur 
nish every other minority member of the committee with a copy 
of the same table. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Will the S~nator yield for just a 
moment? 

Mr. SIMMONS. I had yielded to the Senator from Missouri 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. It is for just a moment. 
Mr. REED. I yield, if I may, with the permission of the 

Senator from North Carolina. 
Mr. SIMMONS. Surely. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wyoming is 

yielded to. 
l\Ir. CLARK of Wyoming. I wanted to read into the RECORD 

the balance of the paragraph to which the Senator from Ne­
braska called my attention. The Senator from New York [Mr. 
RooT], in answer to an inquiry of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. MABTINE], said, as reported in the RECORD of June 21, at 
page 2374: 

I must be permitted to answer the question of the Senator, because 
a question put by him is always entitled to respectful consideration. I 
think that here and there, at certain localities along the border, farmers 
have been benefited by protection on their food products. I do not 
think that as a class in general up to this time or until perhaps within 
a very short period, the protection upon food products has been of any 
real advanta~e to the farmer. I do not think that the Senator from 
New Jersey is justified in inferring from that that the farmers have 
been hoodwinked. I think that the farmers have, upon their own good 
judgment, believed that it was beneficial to them to have this duty, 
probably more because they were looking forward to the time when it 
would be useful for them than that they thought it had already been 
useful for them as a class. 

That is what the Senator from New York said. 
Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I should like to ask from 

what page the Senator is reading? 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. From page 2374. 
Mr. HITCHCOCK. At the top of the first column? 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. What is that? 
Mr. HITCHCOCK. I am unable to find it. The Senator 

from Wyoming did not read the last of the paragraph of which 
I read a part. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I was reading the complement of 
what the Senator read. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. The Senator, however, has read from a 
different colloquy altogether. What I read was a colloquy 
between the Senator from New York [Mr. RooT] and the Sena 
tor from Texas [Mr. BAILEY]. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I will--
1\Ir. HI'.rCHCOCK. If the Senator will permit me, I have 

no objections to reading the balance of that paragraph. 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. The reason I wanted this read 

was that the position taken by the Senator from New York 
might fully appear, and I will read the balance of the first 
colloquy: 

Mr. President, I have stated my view regarding the Inevitable result 
of the process which is now going on. upon the system of food duties. 
I never have thought that the duties wnich were imposed upon farm 
products were of any real general benefit to the farmer. They have 
been quite indifferent, affecting only several localities here and there, 
so long as our production ran far ahead of our consumption. B_ut, 
with the increase of our cities as compared with our farming population 
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and the using- up of our waste lands and the fencing tn of old cattle 
ranges and the reduction of the productive power of our land, we have 
about come to the point where the continuance of those duties, instead 
of being a m:xtter of indifference to the p~ople of the country, would 
result in putting up the cost of food. 

I am not arguing the question. 1 am simply stating a reason why 
the farmers should not consider that this rec1proeity _ arrangem~nt is 
doing them any particular harm, because it is somethlng that is sure 
to come to them anyway. 

When I was quoting the Senator from New York it was not 
because I agreed with his views, but simply to state the posi­
tion which he assumed, and I desired, in my answer to the 
Senator's interrogatory some time ago, to have the position of 
the Senutor from New York appear as announced, both in his 
answer I have read and his answel! ta the Senator- from New 
JerEey [Mr. MARTINE]. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Before we get too far from the question 
which I originally addressed to the Senator from Wyoming I 
should like to rev~t to it in order to ask him what he will do 
now that he is upon the other horn of the dilemma. My first 
question wag whether he agreed with the distinguished Sena­
tor from New York [Mr. RoOT} when he used this language: 

I never hm-e thought that the duties which were imposed u;;ion farm 
products were of any real general benefit to the farmer. 

Now, instead of replying to that question the Senator from 
;wyoming has insisted on_ having read the balance of the same 
paragraph of the speech of the Senator from New York [Mr. 
RooT]. I should like to ask the Senator from Wyoming whether 
he agrees with the further statement of the Sena.tor from New 
York when he states that to continue those present duties 
would result in putting up the cost of food? 

That is the language the Senator from Wyoming has insisted 
in reading, quoting from the Senator from New York~ and now 
that he is upon that other horn of the dilemma I should like 
to inquire whether he agrees with the Senator from New York 
in that proposition. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Of course I do not. I do not be­
lieve--

Mr. IDTOHCOCK. So that the Senator from Wyoming-­
Mr-. CLARK of Wyoming. I do not belie-ve that the price of 

food in this country depends for one moment to-day upon the 
price that the farmer receives for his product. I do not be­
lieve that reducing the price of wheat 10 cents a bushel would 
reduce the price of flour a cent a barrel. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. So that the Senator from Wyoming dis­
agrees with the Senator from New York when he declares that 
the tariffs maintained in the past on farm products have not 
benefited the farmer, nnd he also disagrees with him when he 
declares that to maintain those tariffs would result in increas­
ing the cost of food to the people. 

Mr. OLARK of Wyoming. The Senator absolutely states in­
correctly my position upon both propositions. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Then I should like to ask the Senator 
from Wyoming what he has gained by reading the balance o1 
the paragraph of the Senator from New York when he disagrees 
with the qualification as much as with the original statement? 

Mr. OLARK of Wyoming. I did not have the statement of 
the Senator from New York [l\Ir~ RooT] read because I believed 
or disbelieved what he said. I hn.d that section of it read 
because I wanted his position made clear. 

Mr. ROOT. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missouri 

yield to the Senator from New York'! 
Mr. REED. I will continue to yield. 
Mr. ROOT. I merely wish to make my acknowledgment to 

the Senutor from W;roming for preventing the RECORD ot to-day 
standing with the garbled and unfair yersian of what I said 
the other day. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I started to ask the Senator 
from North Carolina a question, and was· interrupted and did 
not conclude that question. I do not desire now, since the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Snru:oNsJ has yielded the 
floor, to ask the question. But the spectacle of a stand-pat 
Republican and of a Democrat standing together on the same 
platform and illustrating the idea of how beautiful a thing 
it is for brethren to dwell together in unity is so remarkable 
an exhibition that i shall take great pleasure in offering some 
observations upon it before this debate closes. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President, I realize that it may 
seem somewhat ungracious at this hour, when Senators appear 
to be ready to T"ote upon the Root amendment, to make any 
remarks upon it. I am especially embarrassed also by the 
fact that I have given notice tha:t I would address the Seruite 
to-morrow on the merits of the reciprocal agreement itself' as 
they appear fo me. But that notice was given be.fore I knew 
we were to vote on the amendment before Tuesday. 

I am convinced', Mr. President, after looking O'\er all of the 
facts and circumstances connected with the case, that the 
Root amendment, so called, does make the House bill as it is 
presented here conform practically to the agreement as Th'lde~ 
I realize that it will make yery little difference to those Sena~ 
tors. who are opposed to the agreement itself or who are willing 
that any amendment should be made to it whether this bill con­
forms to the original agreement or not But it is of consider­
able importance to me to know what that agreement was and 
what the Root amendment seeks to do. 

Until recently I had not supposed that there wus any doubt 
in the mind of any Senator as to just exactly what the Canadian 
representatives and the United States representatives intended 
by that original agreement, and it was to the effect that wood 
pulp and paper and board not exceeding in Talue 4 cents a 
pound were to pass freely without duty between the two 
countries when, and only when, no restrictions whatever were 
imposed upon exports of these products from Canada. 

I submit, Mr-. President, that no one cnn read the correspond­
ence that passed between the Canadian representative and Sec­
reta.ry Knox on January 21 last, unembarrassed by any sugges­
tions that have been made since, and not come to the conclu­
sion that the agreement was such as I have stated. 

This is also confirmed by the statements of Ur. Fielding, one 
of the contracting parties, before the Canadian Parliament on 
the 23d day of Ja1;mary last. There has been some dispute as 
to just exactly what he said, and in order that this matter 
may be made clear I have obtained a report of his sp2eCh 
ccmtained in the Canadian House of Oommons Debates; and I 
am going to insert that, or the portions of it which apply to 
this, in the RECORD. 

I am going to read a portion of it, so as to make it clear 
what was the understanding of Mr. Fielding. 

He said in the course of his speech : 
Before I proceed to take up the schedules in detail, there· nre one or 

two interesting features which I am sure the house wonld wish me to 
explain at the earliest moment. 

He is discussing the Canadian. pact. 
We have ha.d very interesting discussions from time to time over 

the question of the duty on pa.per and pnlp of various kinds. Our 
American friends were anxious !or some tariff change in relation to these 
articles. We ourselves were anxious for some tarifl'. changes. As respects 
certain. grades o:f pulp a.nd paper, mechanically ground pulp, chemicn.l 
pulp, common printing paper known as news print. and the common 
pasteboard and the cheaper articles of paper other than news print, or 
common paper, up to a limited Yalue of 4 cents per pound, we believed 
that we could compete with our American friends on these particular 
articles and that it was desirable we should have free trade in them. 
As to the paper of a more advanced quality, I doubt if we woul.d be 
a.ble to compete with them, and we did not take that class of paper into 
our negotiations. But as respects pulp of its various kinds and common 
news-print paper and common pasteboard and common paper of all 
kinds running to the value ot 4 cents per pound, we would have been 
quite willing to have reciprocity with them. They sa.1d, "We are "-

That is, referring to our representatives--
They said: "We are quite willing to do that If you provide that the 

regulations which exist in_ some of your Provinces with regard to the ship· 
ment of pulp wood shall be removed." Of course, there could be bot one 
answer to- that. We haye nothing to do with the provincial regulations. 
These regulations have been made by the provincial governments in a.c· 
cordance with what they believed to be the best interests of their re· 
spective Provinces, and whether they are good or bad regulations was 
not for us to debate with our friends of the United States. And so we 
had to say to them : " If you propose to put any such limitations upon 
the arrangement, we can not object to your doing for yourselves what 
you think best respecting the terms and conditions upon which you will 
admit our paper into your country; you have the right to impose these 
conditions, and if they do not suit Canada no harm is done; but we 
on our side will not agree to make paper and pulp and these articles 
free in Canada until you have made them free in your country from 
every Province and part of_ the Dominlon of Cano.du." So the :c:iatter 
stands in this way: That they will put in their ta.riff, as set forth in 
their correspondence with us, an item that t hese yarlous grades of pulp 
and paper shall be made free if there be no regulation , either in the 
form of an export duty or in the form of the provincial regulations in· 
terferlng with the shipments- ot pulp wood. Whenever that condition 
arises they will make paper free. We said : ".All right, but that is no 
good for us, and we will not make your paper free in Canada until you 
remove the restriction." 

The President of the United States wus instrumental in mak­
ing this arrangement, and he has admitted, in public, and does 
not deny it now, that this agreement was to take effect when 
Canada removed all restrictions. I think no one will rend 
section 10 in the letter of Fielding and Paterson without under­
standing that they believed that nil provisions as to the free 
entry of paper, wood, and pulp of the character named s ·ould 
be inoperative until the Canadian restrictions should be re­
moved. They were speaking of Canada as a whole. If this 
provision is to be of any use at all, it must be construed by the 
courts eventually. This paper provision is a part of this agree­
ment, and it should be so harmonious that it will conduce to 
better relations between the two nations. If' this provision can 
be construed to mean what the opponents of the pending amend-

• 
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ment claim for it, then it will cause confusion rather than har .. 
mony. With the House bill unamended, I still think the court 
mu t construe it to mean what the contracting parties intended 
it to mean, but the expressions of gentlemen in both Houses of 
Oongress would complicate that construction if the court takes 
notice of such expressions~ 

Mr. BROWN. l\Ir. President--
The VIOE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Michigan 

yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
l\fr. TOWKS~'D. Certainly. 
Mr. BROWN. The court, in construing the provision of sec­

tion 2 of this law, would construe it with reference to its lan­
guage alone, would it not; that is, entirely independent and 
aside from the correspondence between the two Governments? 

l\Ir. TOWNSEND. I think it is Tery liable to do that. I 
think it ought to do it. 

Mr. BROWN. The Senator thinks it would do that? 
Mr. TOWNSEND. I am inclined to think it would. 
Mr. BROWN. '!'hen, in the opinion of the court, there could 

be no doubt about what this provision meant, unless the doubt 
arises from tile provision itself? 

l\Ir. TOWNSE:ND. Yes; unless it takes cognizance of what 
some Oongressmen say. 

Mr. BROWN. The Senator does not contend that there is 
any doubt about what section 2 means as it passed the House 
and as it is reported to the Senate? 

Mr. TOWNS~. Let me ask the Senator a question. Does 
the Senator from Nebraska understand the provision to mean 
that pulp or paper or wood from any part of Canada can come 
into the United States free if any oth~ part of Canada imposes 
restrictions on exports? 

l\Ir. BROW .i. r. It does not mean anything of the kind. The 
pwvision means just what it says, that paper, pulp, and 
spruce-I use spruce as a substitute for pulp wood-shall come 
into this country free of duty when that print paper, pulp, and 
spruce is free from any restriction imposed by a J:>rovince of 
Canada. 

1\lr. TOWNSE.t~D. That particular shipment? 
Mr. BROWN. Yes. In other words, the provision attaches 

to tJ e wood, it attaches to the print paper, it attaches to the 
pulp and it bas nothing at all to do with that pulp and print 
paper and spruce which is restricted in any way by any Prov-
ince of Canada. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. The very statement of the Senator from 
Nebraska indicates what doubts may arise, because he clearly 
differs from every one of the men who had anything to do with 
making this agreement. No one of them believed that a pound 
of paper or wood pulp could come into this country when there 
was any restriction by any Province of Canada. 

Mr. BROWN. Let me show the trouble under which the 
Senator is laboring. He confuses the agreement a.s he under­
stands it with section 2 in the law. There is nobody disagree­
ing to-day about what section 2 means. It means just what I 
said it means. But there is a difference of opinion about what 
the agreement originally was. The agreement is wholly imma­
terial, so far as Congress is concerned. We are not called upon 
to vote up or down the agreement. We are called upon to vote 
section 2 into the law or out of the law. The agreement is not 
offered here. If there is any difference, it is between the agree­
ment and the provision of the statute. If the Senator will 
confine his argument to section 2, he will find that there will 
be no doubt in his mind as to what it means. 

Mr. CLAPP. Will the Senator yield to me 't 
Mr. TOWNSEND. Certainly. . 
.Mr. CLAPP. While the Senator from Nebraska is correct 

in saying that the court will construe the lnw, is there not a 
possibilicy that the court, in construing the law, will take · the 
same view of the law which the men who framed the law took? 
If tl1e men who framed the law believed they were providing 
that no paper could come into this country as long as any 
paper would be burdened by a restriction, is it not quite likely 
the court would take the same view? 

Mr. BROWN. The court could not take the same view, be­
cause the court could not take into consideration matters re­
lating to the negotiation of the agreement. The agreement 
was made by one set of people and the law is passed by an­
other set. 

Mr. CLAPP. I am not saying that the court would not take 
into account the views of the men who framed the law, but if 
the men who framed this bill sought to convey an idea, and 
belie-Ted they were conveying that idea, is it not strongly pre­
sumptive that others, in construing the law, not because of the 
expre sion of the opinion of the men who framed it but by the 
analogy of mental operation, would take the same view of the 
law? 

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Michigan · 

yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 
Mr. TOWNSEND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Will the Senator from 

Nebraska allow me to ask him a question right here in order 
to get my mind perfectly clear on one point? In looking up 
the statistics in reference to the available supply in Canada I 
find that the Dominion has control, in round numbers, of about 
700,000 square miles, and the Provinces of about 500,000 square 
miles. Under the terms of section 2, could not the Dominion· 
of Canada, exercising its prerogative, allow all the products 
enumerated in the bill under section 2 to come in without 
regard to what the Provinces might do in the premises? 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the Senator is mistaken in his 
statement of fact. In the first place, the Dominion Govern­
ment, as I understand it, has not control of the public lands ; 
they are exclusively under the control of the different Provinces. 

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. I understand, but I have the 
differentiation from the Canadian Yearbook. It states ex:­
pUcitly that the Dominion has control of public lands in the 
Northwest Provinces and territories of about 700,000 square 
miles, in all of which there is merchantable timber. 

Mr. BROWN. If the Senator will permit me, the Provinces 
control at least 85 per cent of all the available spruce or pulp 
wood of the Dominion, and the rest is in private ownership; it 
is controlled by individuals, and comes in free under section 2 
of the pending measure. 

l\fr. SMITH of South Carolina. This is t.he point I am 
ma.king. Held by the Dominion and in private ownership 
there are about 1,000,000 square miles, while when the Prov­
inces entered the Confederation they retained their land, and 
it amounts to about a half million square miles. So, if section 
2 of the bill were to go into effect, the quantity in private 
ownership and the Dominion would be a preponderance of this 
available material. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President, I hope I may proceed now. 
When interrogated I was saying the proposition that the agree­
ment which was entered into by the representatives of the 
Canadian Gorernment and the United States Government was 
clearly understood before technical objections were raised. I 
have shown that l\Ir. Fielding in his speech in Parliament ex­
plained it and stated that no paper or pulp wood could come into 
the United States until we had removed the restrictions from the 
Canadian paper, and that it meant absolutely free trade between 
the two countries on these articles when the paper provision 
became finally operative. At first it would be simply a condi­
tional agreement, and would remain so until Canada remffred 
all her restrictions as to export of paper, board, pulp, and pulp 
wood. 

I ha\e stated that I believe the original agreement contem­
plated free entry to both countries when it was granted to one, 
and I believe that section 2 of the bill will be construed by the 
courts to mean that no paper or pulp of the kind described can 
come into the United States until there had been a removal of 
all Canadian restrictions. Something was attempted after the 
original agreement was presented to the House, and before the 
House bill was presented. It is an open secret that a Canadian 
representative was consulted, and after consultation it was 
agreed that the House bill might be so framed that the United 
States might become a party with Canada to coerce those 
Provinces which had imposed export restrictions into removing 
the same. Is this the part for two nations to take at the be­
ginning of relations which we hope will make for amity and 
good will? 

Mr. Fielding inserted in his letter to Secretary Knox that 
these provincial regulations were made for what was believed 
to be. right and good for the Provinces, and he said Canada had 
no desire to change them. Did he mean that it had no desire 
which it would publicly announce, but that it was willing by 
trick of wording in a bill to destroy those provisions? 

Personally, I do not want to be a party to this clandestine 
arrangement. I think as well of it as I would think of a plan 
whereby Canada and this Government should unite to coerce 
one of our States into relinquishing a right which belonged to it. 
This action will not facilitate favorable action by Canada. It 
will retard fa vomble consideration in the Dominion and plant 
seeds of distrust rather than those of confidence. · 

Why was the House amendment brought about? For it is 
believed that the House did change the original agreement. 
There were two reasons. One of them was the International 
Paper Trust and the other was the representative of the Ameri­
can Newspaper Publishers' Association, who is receiving from 
that association $15,000 a year for the purpose of obtaining 
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free print paper. He admitted that that was what he was vides just exactly what the Canadian bill provides, namely, 
engaged in doing. that when Canada admits this stuff free into that country, then 

I do not know whether there is a papermakers, trust or not; the products from Canada shall come free into the United 
I do know, howe-rer, that there is a statute in such cases made States. There is not any doubt but what this was the under­
and provided which has proved very efficient in disposing of standing of the makers of the agreement, and this amendment 
such matters; I do know that this is not the proper way to deal makes the meaning clear. 
with a trust. Why, even the great leader of Democracy for the But I wish to discuss the second reason, and that was the 
lust fifth of a century never advocated this doctrine. He said influence of a representative of the American Newspaper Pub­
that where a trust was manufacturing goods he would destroy Ushers, Association. For myself, sir, believing as I do in 
it by putting articles made abroad in competition with it on Canadian reciprocity, and I hope to give some reasons for that 
the free list. belief to-morrow, I am exceedingly sorry that the newspapers, 

But this measure does more than that It does more or certain of them, have not purged themselves of the chm·ge 
than put the goods which compete with the products of the that this is a measure for the benefit of their special interest. 
trust here on the free list. It puts the competitors of news- We live in an age when the war cry is death to special interests, 
print papermakers in this country at a disadvantage with and the great newspapers, which have been the medium through 
their competitors abroad. It purposely and with malice afore- which this warfare has been carried on, should be the very 
thought gives the Canadian manufacturer an advantage by first to come forward and say, "We want no special benefits." 
allowing a free market in which he can purchase his raw And how small the benefit will be at the most. It would have 
material, which market 1t denies to the American manufac- been better for the influence of the press if it had not asked fd\ 
turer. And the worst of this is that the United States is a an exception in its behalf. I know that all of the newspapers of 
party to the scheme which so unfairly treats our own industries. the country are not parties to this special-favor clause. The 
It is not the newspaper makers' trust alone which you are pun- lobbyist only represented a few as compared with the whole of 
i~hing. There are only a few of our concerns in this alleged the papers, and I personally know that many papers are for 
combination, and yet every independent factory is hit with the this agreement because of principle. They believe in it and 
same bludgeon. support it, because it is right. 

I will submit to the proposition of making our print-paper If the House amendment is allowed to pass, what are you 
manufacturers and our wood-pulp manufacturers compete on going to say about other amendments which may be proposed? 
eqnal terms with their competitors. I do not want to put them They will be as much in order as the one incorporated in the 
to any disadvantage. But it was urged by some that if we let House bill. 
in a little bit of paper from Canada, because only a small por- Mr. President, I had not expected to say anything upon this 
tion can come in under any view of the bill, that that will in- subject at this time, but I felt it was due to myself that I 
duce the Provinces to remove their restrictions. It will do should give my reasons for supporting this amendment. 
nothing of the kind. If a portion of the Canadian products can We should extend to Canada the same rights and privileges 
haYe a free entry into the United States and keep out all com- as to print-paper pulp and wood as she grants us-that much 
petition from the United States, what reason can Canada have and no more. She will respect us more, and we will think 
for trying to remove the restriction from the balance of the better of ourselves if, while granting favors to her, we do jus­
Provinces and have competition with the United States? Mr. tice by our own. 
Fielding, in his speech to the Canadian Parliament, from which Ur. NELSON. Will the Senator allow me-
I have quoted, seems to think that only in lower grades of Mr. TOWNSEND. Certainly. 
paper can Canada compete, so that the difference in cost, or sell· Mr. NELSON. 1 understood the Senator to say-I am not 
ing price at least, can not be great. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President- quoting his exact language-it would be a mistake to grunt the 
newspapers of this country free trade with Canada without 

The VICE PRESIDKNT. Does the Senator from Michigan Canada giving anything in return. Is that the Senator's posi-
yield to the Senator from Nebraska? tion? 

:Mr. TOWNSEND. For a question. I do not want to take too Mr. TOWNSEND. Practically that is it. 
much time. 

Mr. BROWN. r thank the Senator. Does not the Senator be- Mr. NELSON. Then, if he is opposed to free trade in news-
lieve that the owner of private lands, spruce lands, up there, print paper, why is he in favor of free trade in farmers, prod-
haYing free access into the United States, being in competition ucts? Can he explain the difference? . 
with the man who is leasing the provincial or Crown lands, that ~Ir. TOWNSEND. I ha-re not. opposed ~ee trade m new~­
are not given free entry into the United States, the competition prmt paper. I wa!lt free trade m new~-prmt paper. That is 
between these two classes in Canada will present a situation that , ~h~t ~ a1? contendmg for. I am contendmg that the agreement 
the Government will take recognition of and put them all, . as as it is mterpr~te.d by gentlemen who ~a~t to get so~e ad­
soon as it can on an equal basis being citizens of the same vantage out of it is not free trade, but it is free trade m the 
country? , , United. States for Canada and it is a prohibition to the United 

Mr. TOWNSE:ND. I think that is very fanciful. I do not States m Canada. 
think there is any foundation of reason-at least not to me-in Mr. NELSON .. Will the Senator allow me? !S it not ~· 
that proposition. It is admitted that the Dominion has no actly !11e same m e~ect? !n other word~, .section 2 lets m 
authority over Crown lands in the Provinces; and, besides, there Canadian pa~er free mto. this co'?ntry, as it is worded to-day. 
is practically no competition there. Mr. TOWN SEND. A little of it. 

Mr. BROWN. The man who owns timberlands is in compe- Mr. NELSON. Yes; the product of private lands. 
tition with the man who leases the Crown lands, is he not in Mr. TOWNSEND. That is what they claim for it. I think 
Canada? ' the courts will hold it does not, but I would remove all 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Yes. doubt-- _ 
l\Ir. BROWN. Tbey are in competition. One has free access Mr. NELSON. If it admits paper free, why should those 

to the American market and the other does not have it. Is it who are in favor. of that policy insist on having the farm 
not natural to suppose that the Government of both those products of Canada come in free? 
classes will undertake to fix the law so that they may be on an Mr. TOWNSE1'"D. Mr. President--
equality and lmve the same freedom of our market? Mr. NELSON. Does the Senator expect that Canada will 

Mr. TOWNSE:ND. Some of the Provinces have imposed this furnish our farmers any market for our agricultural prod­
re triction right in the face of the prospect of having free ucts-our wheat, oats, barley, and flax? 
trade with the United States. I think, if they believe they are· Mr. TOWNSEm). I am going to discu~s the question of reci­
good, they are going to hold to them. But can the Senator procity to-morrow. I hope I shall be able to give some reason 
from Nebraska giYe me any reason why we are to let paper and for the faith I have in me that the Canadian reciprocity bill 
wood pulp come from certain Provinces of Canada free into the is in accordance with the principles of a protective policy as I 
United States and not demand that those particular Provinces have always understood ·it and as I have always advocated it. 
shall admit our products free? I do not care to-day to enter into that discussion. I am now 

Mr. BROWN. The Senator asks me the question. I think we simply discussing, or have tried to discuss, the question as It 
ought to make the demand, and for one I should welcome the relates to print paper. I believe the intent of the makers of 
result, but our demands on the Dominion of Canada are at the this agreement was right. I believe the notions which have 
mercy of Canada. She can answer them or ignore them. been read into it by certain gentlemen who are opposed to the 

Mr. TOWNSEND. She entered into this arrangement, and Root amendment are wrong. The original agreement was one 
our representatiyes agreed to it, but now Senators desire to between the two cotmtries and for the whole of those countries. 
complicate it by reading something into it which was never It was intended to be reciprocal. Why not make it so beyond 
contemplated, never understood. The Root amendment pro- all doubt? 



1911. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE. 2509 
Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I only want to say a few wor~s 

in regard to the so-called Root amendment. I have been m 
the Senate for oome years and have differed with almost every­
body in the Senate and outside of the Senate; but I have al­
ways insisted upon one thing, and that was that we. s~ould 
put in legislation just what we intended-good, bad, or mdiffer­
ent as it might result. 

I have listened to arguments upon the Root amendment, and 
I can see no relation between the Root amendment and the 
obscurity that is in the pending bill. The pending bill provides, 
in section 2 that paper and its attendant commodities of a cer­
tain chara~ter and value shall be admitted into the United 
States on conditions precedent. Those conditions precedent, 
which I need not enumerate, are conditions over which the 
Canadian Parliament has no more authority than has the Con­
gress of the United States, being subject entirely ~d exc~u­
sively to the control of the parliaments or governmg bodies 
of the Provinces. 

I contend that under that provision, with those conditions 
precedent the fair conclusion is that no paper-because it is 
referred to as " such paper," and what does " such paper" 
mean except the paper described in the bill ?-that no paper 
or its attendant commodities can be received into this country 
without duty so long as such paper, print paper, and other 
paper, not to exceed 4 cents a pound in value, finds any restri~­
t1on anywher·e in Canada. If I could have my way, Mr. Presi­
dent if we have reached an economic development where we 
can 'put Canadian paper on the free list, I would strike out 
those conditions precedent, just as I urged two years ago, that 
so far as we reduced the duty on paper, we should strike out 
those conditions precedent, because to maintain those condi­
tions precedent a.mounts to levying two taxes on the paper 
when we have reached the point where we concede that paper 
should come into this country free. 

I have offered an amendment, with that object, which is 
pending. However, I recognize the conditon-that the news­
papers in this countxy have been led to believe that under 
this language as it is now framed, as the bill passed the other 
House they are going to get free print paper; and I understand, 
as well a.s we understand anything in this world, that the 
effort to strike out those restrictions, those conditions prece­
dent, will be misinterpreted and purposely misconstrued, and 
knowing also the futility of the attempt, I shall not press the 
proposition in connection with this bill; but when we reach 
the free-list bill I am going to renew the effort where it will be 
beyond the power of any representative of any interest, through 
misguided followers of his, to misinterpret and misrepre ent the 
position in which I am placed. So, to avoid any confusion as 
to that, I shall not press the amendment to this bill at this 
time. 

Believing that this bill in its present form, where it purports 
to give America free paper, is a deception, a delusion, and a 
snare I am not going to join in another deception, delusion, 
and ~na.re which I believe the Root amendment to be, and it 
is needles~ to say I do not impute the purpose to its aQthor, 
but I do insist that it is delusive. The Root amendment, as 
has been repeated here time and time again, does not relate 
to the restrictive provisions in this bill. The Root amendment 
simply relates to a certain thing over which the Parliament 
of Canada has absolute jurisdiction, namely, the importation of 
American paper into O::mada, which, for economic reasons, can 
not successfully be done. The Root amendment provides, · in 
addition to those conditions precedent, that when they occur 
and "when the President makes proclamation, that moment 
paper is admitted into Canada free, then Canadian paper shall 
be admitted into this country." What has that to do with 
the question of tl;Lese conditions precedent now in the bill, 
upon which depends the exportation of paper from Oanada to 
thi country? Absolutely nothing. They deal with a matter 
that is absolutely in the power of the Canadian Parliament, be­
cause the Canadian Parliament alone can impose import duties 
upon paper coming from this or any other country into the 
Canadian market. 

It is said, however, that unless we get access to the Cana­
dian market in consideration of Canada getting access to our 
market it is not reciprocity. Well, Mr. President, that does 
not embarrass me in the slightest, for I undertake to say that 
there is no element of reciprocity in this bill. It is the same old 
plan of Canada-and I admire Canada for adhering to the 
maxim that "charity begins at home "-maintaining her duties, 
as her· great minister stated in the speech quoted by the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. SMITH], where we might compete with her, 
but asking us to take our duties down where she can compete 
with us. 

La.st year I roughly estimated this, and I find tha.t we ex­
ported $300,000 worth of paper, pulp, and wood into Canada, 
while Canada exported $4,000,000 worth into this country. I 
will not be a party to the travesty of calling it a recipro~al 
obligation or a reciprocal condition where experience has 
demonstrated our utter inability to compete with that market, 
on condition that they have our market There is but one justi­
fication for ta.king this duty off of paper, and that is in the 
economic development of this country we have reached a point 
where we owe 'it to the consumers of paper to remove the 
dnty. If that consideration does not exist, it is a travesty on 
statesmanship to talk of trading a market that only takes 
$300,000 worth of our products against our market taking 
.$4,000,000 of theirs and calling it reciprocity. 

As I believe section 2 of the bill as it now stands is a ~rand 
and a deception upon the paper users of this country, so I 
believe the Root amendment is a fraud and deception-of course 
not intentionally on the part of the Senator from New York­
but a fraud and deception upon the :vaper makers of this 
country, because it assumes to give recipro~l rights, when, 
from an economic standpoint, it is so self-evident we can not 
compete. As I do not propose to vote for this bill, thinking as 
I do, that it is a fraud and deception upon the consumers of 
this country, so I do not propose to vote for an amendment 
that is a fraud and deception upon the .American manufacturer. 
Thei·efore, for one, I shall vote against this so-called Root 
amendment 

l\1r. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I should like to feel entirely 
sure that I really was not at cross-purposes on the legal ques­
tion with the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. CLAPP]. I have 
great confidence in his legal acumen. I understood him-I may 
be wrong-to base his argument upon the supposed fact that the 
Provinces of Canada could impose an export duty. 

Mr. CLAPP. No; on the contrary, I stated-and that has 
confused this whole argument, the idea that the Root amend­
ment went to what the Provinces of Canada could do-that the 
Provinces could not impose either an export or an import duty. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I think the Senator will find, when he 
reads the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD to-morrow morning, that he did 
not use the term " export." He said the Provinces could not 
impose an import duty; that the Dominion only could do it. 
But I think the Senator, of course, intended to-

Mr. CLAPP. In that connection, I only used the word "im­
port" because I was dealing merely with the Root amendment, 
which relates to the importation into Canada of American 
paper. The Senator is right in my use of the word. 

Mr. HEYBURN . . Yes; because it would make a vast differ­
ence in arriving at a conclusion in regard to this matter, as to 
whether or not we were at the mercy of the Provinces in any 
regard. We are not ,at the mercy of the Provinces in any 
respect whatever, because the constitution of Canada authorizes 
the Dominion Parliament to remorn any such embarrassment 

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator allow me a question at this 
point? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield 
to the Sena tor from Minnesota? 

Mr. HEYBURN. I yield to the Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I want to correct what I think 

was a misapprehension of the Senator from Idaho the other 
day. The Dominion Government has control over duties and 
customs. It has no control of the timber lands of the Provinces. 
I have here before me, if the Senator will allow me to quote 
it, the act of March 29, 1867, the British act of Thirtieth Victoria, 
chapter 3, establishing the Dominion G{)vernment of Canada. 
This act may be cited as the British North American act. I 
repeat, it is the act establishing the Dominion Governfllent, and, 
as it were, the constitution under which that Government 
exists. I read from that act as follows: 

EXCLUSIVE POWERS OF PROVINCIAL LEGISLATURES. 

92. In each Province the legislature may exelusJvely make laws in 
relation to matters coming within the classes of subjects next herein­
after enumerated; that is to say. * * * 

Paragraph 5 reads as follows: 
5. The management and sale of the public lands belonging to the 

Province and of the timber and wood thereon. 
That gives the provincial legislatures exclusive jurisdiction 

over the timber 'lands or the lands owned by the Provinces. 
There can not be any doubt about it. That is the construction 
put in paragraph 10 of the letter of Messrs. Fielding and 
Paterson ftddressed to Secretary Knox. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I had before me, and I have 
now, the same section to which the Senator has called the atten­
tion of the Senate. I imagine it is punctuated the same. It reads: 

The management and sale of the public lands belonging to tho 
Province and of the timber and wood thereon. 

• 
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That is all one sentence. That is to say, they may legislate 
relative to the management and sale of it. The Provinces do 
not own it. The Dominion of Canada pays to each Province a 
bonus in lieu of the timber surrendered. But we do not need 
to go out into that field, because it is a wide one and it is 
coupled with a vast amount of legislation and regulation. We 
only need to go to the question of power. · 

When I referred to this matter it was in connection with a 
statement that was being read, in which it was stated, not that 
Canada did not have the power, but that she did not have the 
right. When we came to analyze the subject then under con­
sideration, we found that they were not using the word "right" 
as synonymous with "power." They were referring to it in an 
ethical sense as to what Canada should do, rather than what 
she might do with her Provinces; and it was in that connection 
that I read the section referred to by the Senator. 

I think it must be admitted that Canada has absolute con­
trol, and in fact that Canada can alone make laws and regu­
lations for carrying laws into effect with reference to either 
exports or imports. The provision is in the fifth paragraph 
of the section read by the Senator-section 91-:rnd it is 
in language that our Constitution uses, and would be subject 
to the same construction. The main difference between the 
constitution of Canada and tbat of the United States is that 
in Canada no powers run to the Provinces except by express 
provision, while in our country no powers run to the Govern­
ment except by express provision. It is just reversing tbe 
proposition. So that the presumption is always the other way 
as between the two countries. We must construe their consti­
tutional provisions as ours are construed, because their con­
stitution was drawn with the Constitution of tbe United States 
in th~ mind of the party who was drawing it. It became opera­
tive just after the war, when this Government was in the 
saddle, and probably for that reason our Constitution was 
taken as a criterion in drawing that of Canada. They were 
four years putting it in force after it was first drawn, and dur­
ing those four years the British Government professed to en­
tertain some doubt as to just what the result of the war then 
pending would be, and it was dallied with. 

Mr. President, I do not imagine that any Senator is con­
tending at all that the reservation expres~ed in lines 19 and 
20, on page 23, refers to any act that may be done or may not 
be done by a Province. It refers only to the acts and the power 
of the Dominion of Canada, and must be read in connection 
with the fifth article of section 91 of the constitution of Canada 
because it is dealing with that subject. We have got to read 
them together. Had this intended to ha·rn any reference what­
ffrer to the Provinces it would have said at the end of it "made 
by any Province thereof." It does not do so. It starts out by 
referring to what Canada as a Dominion can do,- and it does 
not change that relation to the end. It would haY"e been proper 
and convenient, had it intended to refer to any provincial 
power or right, to haYe said "any restriction which any Prov­
ince may impose"; but it retained the reference to the Domin­
ion from beginning to end. 

Mr. CLAPP. Will tbe Senator pardon an interruption'} 
Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; certainly. 
Ur. CLAPP. It seems to me that any court or tribunal deal­

ing with this question and interpreting it could not be blind 
to the fact that under tbe laws of Canada the charges imposed 
under license contracts are not charges regulated by the Par­
liament, but by the local provincial governments. 

Mr. HEYBURN. That terminates at the line of Canada. 
There is a provision in the Canadian constitution regulating 
commerce between the Provinces of Canada; and when it is 
dealing with that subject it 1eayes no doubt of the fact that it 
is referring to and confining the reference to the Provinces 
but when it deals with the Dominion, then thoSQ rights run t~ 
the line. 

Mr. CLAPP. I do not want to anticipate the Senator, but 
do I understand that he is contending that this alone applies 
to the conditions attached by the Parliament? 

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes. There is not a mention or a refer­
ence, directly or indirectly, in section 2 to the Provinces. It 
deals only with the Dominion. How you get a Province into 
section 2 I do not know. 

Mr. CLAPP. Because it refers to the contractual limitations 
that are well known in both countries-it does not make any 
difference whether they are known there, but they are known 
here to exist in Canada with reference to the authority of the 
provincial governments. 

l\Ir. HEYBURN. To do what? 
l\Ir. CLAPP. To impose these restrictions? 
l\Ir. HEYBURN. Oh, no. 
l\Ir. CLAPP. And license fees. 

. l\fr. HEYBURN. No; we have the language here, "the 
management and sale of the public lands belonging to the 
Province and of the timber and wood thereon." It acts as 
the agency of the Dominion in that respect. 

Mr. CLAPP. But, l\Ir. President, we all know from our 
examination of contracts covering those Jands and we know 
from the declaration of the minister of Canada that the con­
struction which they place upon their law is that the Provinces 
can impose those restrictions, and surely our courts would be 
bound by that. • 

Mr. HEYBURN. I assume that the Senator has come into 
close contact with those contracts. I can say that in the course 
of my professional career as a lawyer I have handled a great 
many of tbem, because I live very close to the line and it is a 
very ordinary business transaction in our country; so that I 
have some personal knowledge of the matter. But those are 
contractual relations and ham nothing to do with the basic 
right or the limitations upon the Dominion Government. The 
Dominion Government of Canada deals with its Provinces in 
an irregula~ or uneven manner. It will grant a right to one 
and withhold it from another. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, this expressly sars-
or any prohibition or restriction in any way of the exportation (whether 
by law, order, regulation, contractual relation, or otherwise, directly or 
indirectly). 

It does ~eem to me, with all deference to the Senator-­
Mr. HEYBURN. The Senator is reading from--
Mr. CLAPP. From the bill. 
l\Ir. HEYBURN. But you must find a corresponding power 

in the Constitution. The bill does not fix-it is not even argu­
mentative as to the status of the law. 

Mr. CLAPP. Then I understand the Senator that in constru­
ing the bill we are wasting our time in considering the terms 
of it. 

Mr. HEYBURN. You must certainly go to the organic law 
under which the bill must operate, if it operates at all, because 
in this legislative proceeding, while it is really an ordinary 
piece ot legislation upon the tariff question--

Mr. CLAPP. I agree to tbat. 
l\Ir. HEYBURN. There is an attempt being made all the 

time to construe it as a treaty. It is not a treaty because it 
has not been submitted to the treaty-making power of the Gov­
ernment for consideration. So I am discussing it entirely from 
the standpoint of a legislath·e measure, and not from the stand­
point of a treaty at all. The Dominion of Canada by treaty 
may do many things, as we may, that can not be done by legis­
lation. 

Mr. CLAPP. That my silence may not be construed here­
after, I will say that I most heartily agree with the Senator 
that this is in no sense a treaty. It is just an ordinary, or 
rather an e.A..i:raordinary, tariff bill--

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; it is a pact. 
l\Ir. CLAPP. An nttempt to bolster up certain trusts by 

taking the duty o:ff the raw material and leaving it on the 
trust products and lea,·ing the people to pay the expense. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Before adjournment a few days ago I 
called nttention to this question, it being late in the day, in 
order that if it should catch the notice of some Senators here 
they might be thinking about it until the meeting of tbe Senate 
to-day. I called attention. to the nature of this proposed ar­
rangement by reading from the resolution before the Canadian 
Parliament a matter that I have not heard referred to, but 
doubtless every Senator has seen it and has had it in mind. It 
proposes tba t Canada shall be our almoner hereafter in regard 
to our markets. She may give them away at her pleasure. 

Now, I will ask close attention to the provision, because it is 
in the resolution that is before the Canadian Parliament, which 
was introduced by Mr. Fielding in the Committee of Ways and 
Means. That is their medium in such matters as is the similar 
committee in our House of Representatives. In the second ·para­
graph of article 2 it is provided: · 

That the idvantages hereby granted to the Unlted States shall ex­
tend to any and every other foreign powel' which may be entitled thereto 
under the provisions of any treaty or convention with His Majesty. 

That leaves it open for the King of England, aeting either on 
behalf of the English Government proper or ucting through the 
Canadian agency, to make our competition in Canada so broad 
that we must meet the people from Italy or Abyssinia or Pata­
gonia or anywhere else in the Canadian market on equal terms, 
because it reserves the right to extend the same terms to France 
or Germany or England or any other country. 

'r'bat the advantages hereby granted to the United States--

This is another, a separate and distinct provision-
That the advantages hereby granted to the U11ited States shall ex­

tend to the United Kingdom and the several British colonies-
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That lets meat from Australia in all right-
and possessions with respect to their commerce with Canada-

We have got to meet them, and we have nothing to say about 
it. We do not say whether they shall come into Canada. Can­
ada says that or the English Government says it-
with respect to their commerce with Canada : Provided, ho1cever, That 
nothing herein containc<l shall be held to increase any rate of duty now 
provided for in the British preferential tariff. 

They preserve everything thnt they have and gather some­
thing new to them, and they take away from us all that they 
could possibly take away from us; that is, a protected market. 
They sell to us in our protected market and derive the benefits 
of our protectfre duties, but we go into their market and we 
sell in competition with anybody whom they may choose to 
admit to it on exactly the same terms. That is the favored­
nation clause by legislation. 

Mr. SMITH of :Michigan. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield 

to the Senator from Michigan? 
Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; I yield. 
l\fr. S~IITH of .Michigan. Mr. President, in order that we 

may bm·e a little more light upon the suggestion of the Senator 
from Idaho, which is most pertinent at this time, I desire to 
read a quotation from the premier of Canada published in the 

l\fr. CUl\fl\IINS. Without speaking now about paper espe­
cially, the Senator from Idaho is mistaken. There is an ex· 
port duty on logs from Canada into the United States. 

Mr. HEYBURN. That is a license. 
.Mr. CUMMINS. It has all the meaning, I think1 of an ex· 

port duty. But I should really like to belie\e, as the Seuator 
from Idaho does, that if the Parliament of Canada passes a 
law to that effect, then there may be the export of wood, pulp, 
and paper into the United States free from any of the limita­
tions or restrictions--

Mr. HEYBURN. Of the Dominion Parliament? 
Mr. CUMMINS (continuing). Put upon the management of 

the Crown lands by the Pro\inces. 
Mr. HEYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. CUMMINS. Is that the view of the Senator from Idaho? 
l\fr. HEYBURN. The Dominion Parliament has the last say. 
There is a most suggestive provision in the constitution here, 

I will, in passing, read section 132: 
The Parliament and Government of Canada shall have all powers nec­

i~~a;i~c~r tE~~E;{_!or performing the obligations of Canada or of any 

Bear this in mind, because it is important-
or of any Province thereof, as part of the British Empire-

If Canada deals with foreign countries, she does it as a part of 
the British Empire, and she may brush aside any provincial Washington Star: 

LoNooN, June 11. agreement or regulation which would be valid enough if every-
At a luncheon of the Constitutional Club, presided over by A. J. Bal- body acquiesced in it. But whenever the question comes 

four, to-day, Sir Wilfrid Laurier, premier of Canada, told the big gather- whether the Government interests are to be affected by it, tllen 
ing of Ilritish statesmen and over-seas premiers that the reciprocity 
agreement between the United States and Canada need cause no alarm this proyision comes in. You see, by going back to the se:i.t of 
to c.nyone. the power, you are enabled to unravel that question. 

" Canada," he said, " wished to trade with the mother country in Mr. CUMMINS. J\fr. President--
preference to any other land, but that did not mean that it should treat 
with her alone. Whatever privileges were granted to other countries Mr. HEYBURN. If the Senator will pardon me for a mo-
would be given equally to England." ment, I want to connect that up with another section. I will 

"In England," he added, "the policy of British preference has been first read section 132 of the constitution from the beginning in 
hoisted to the top of the mast, and there it will stay, whatever Great 
Britain does or does not do." order to make it clear. · 

Th h b · th h" t f th B •t• h E i The Parliament and Government of Canada shall have all powers ere as never een lil e is ory 0 e ri IS mp re a necessary or proper for performing the obligations of Canada or of 
stronger feeling of kinship among her subjects or a greater lXlY Province thereof, as part of the British Empire, toward foreign 
desire to work in harmony with and coordinate with the con- countries, arising under treaties between the empire and such foreign 
stituent parts of that Empire than exists to-day among the countries. 
dependencies of Great Britain, and in no part of their vast Now, suppose this were a treaty; would there be any ques­
domain, stretching from ocean to ocean, are there subjects who tion that such a power behind these Provinces could absolutely 
are encouraging with a greater degree of enthusiasm or more control them? 
intelligent purpose the investment of\ British funds for the Now, another provision here in connection with that: 
development of colonial industries than in the Dominion of The customs and excise Iaws-
Canada. Now, that log law would come under that excise probably. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I have no doubt that that Mr. CU:l\IMINS. The export duty. 
extract from a newspaper correctly expresses the question from Mr. HEYBURN. It is not an export duty. They use those 
the Canadian standpoint. I terms, of course, without regard to t!le strength of them. They 

Mr. BORAH. .Mr. President, we might take in connection call an excise duty an export duty perhaps, or anything with­
with that statement of the premier, the announcement that the out regard to its technical meaning. 
farmers in western Canada declared on Saturday night that, if Now, here is section 122: 
they did not get reciprocity, they were in favor of annexation. Tl~e. customs ~nd excise laws of each Province shall, subject to the 

Mr. HEYBURN. I have been at so many of those little joy prov1s1ons of this act-
occasions O\er in western Canada and in the Northwest Terri- That is the other provision I have just read-
tory that I know just exactly how that sentiment of annexation continue in force until altered by the Parliament of Canada. 
will grow. They will talk enthusiastically and they sing "For No one can contend that under the constitution of Canada 
ht is a jolly good fellow," and they are for annexation there, the Dominion Government can not grant power to a Province 
but there is nothing serious about that kind of Canadian to make an excise law. She can grant power to the Pronnce 
annexation. what may be called the equivalent to an excise law. But the 

l\lr. BORAH. I have no doubt lhe spirit of joy was more power that grants it can take it back. 
preyalent this summer at the meeting of the western farmers. Until altered by the Parliament of Canada. 

Mr. IIEY~URN. This question of the meeting .of farmers These things exist--
and mecharucs and th~se people generally resolves itself down Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, may I call the Senator's 
to some small gatherrng of p~opl~ whe!e the¥ do not ~eet attention to Schedule A, which is attached to the correspondence 
per~a~s for the. purpose of co~siderrng this p~rticular 9-ues!10:i. between the departments of the two Governments? 
~ ellmmate entirel! the quest10n ofl annexati?n. I. thmk it is I will not even read the entire paragraph I have in mind, but 
Just a .w~ste of ~1me to talk about a~ex3;tIOn w~th Canada, I simply bring it to the attention of the senate. It is the one 
except it is occ~s10n~ through war, "'.'h1ch is. not likely at all. which says that-

Mr. CUMMINS. Will. the Senator yield to me? Pro,,;ided, That such paper and board, valued at 4 cents per pound 
Mr. HEYBUilN. I y1e~d to the Senator from Iowa. or less, and wood pulp, being the products of Canada, when imported 
Mr. CUMMINS. One VIew taken by the Senator from Idaho therefrom directly into the United States, shall be admitted free of 

has interested me very much. It is not the view taken by duty, on the condition precedent tha~ no export duty, export ~icense 
. . . . fee, or other export cbarge of any kmd whatsoever (whether m the 

most of those who have spoken upon the quest10n; but if it IS form of additional charge or license fee or otherwise) or any prohibi-
well founded, it is highly necessary that we understand it and tion or restriction in any way of the exportation (whether by law, 
Irnow it before we act even upon fhis amendment o~der, regulation, contra~tual relation, or otherwise, directly or in· 

I 
. 'd · . duec-tly) shall have been imposed upon such paper, board, or wood pulp, 

may mISunderstan the Senator from Idaho, but if I cor- or the wood used in the manufacture of...such paper board or wood 
rectly apprehend him, it is that there is no restriction or limita- pulp, or the wood pulp used in the manufacture dt such' paper or 
tion upon the export of wood or wood pulp or paper from board. 
Canada into the United States that the Dominion Parliament Now, those are the conditions which stand in the way, if this 
can not remove. bill were to go into effect, of the full and free admission of wood, 

Mr. HEYBURN. There is not. There is no export duty pulp, and paper into the United States from Canada. I want 
from any Province or the Dominion of Canada affecting these to be sure that I understand the Senator with respect to it. I 
questions. There is no export duty. Now, duty is one thing; do understand he says that . if the Parliament of Canada de­
license is another. sired to do it it could at any moment pass such a law as would 

XLVII-158 
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remove all such limitations, restrictions, or regulations referred 
to in the paragraph which I have just read. 

Mr. HEYBURN, There is no government, that I know of, 
which has the power to make a law which has not the power to 
repeal it. . 

Mr. CUMMINS. So that the Senator from Idaho understands 
that it is the Dominion Parliament which stands in the way-­

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; because it does not want to--
1\!r. CUMMINS. Of complete free trade between the United 

States and Canada in wood, wood pulp, and paper? 
Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; because she expresses a desire not to 

disturb the contractual relations which she has made with her 
Provinces. But that does not mean she has not the power to 
do it She prefers not to do it. 

Mr. CUMMINS. How does the Senator from Idaho reconcile 
that with this sentence in the letter of Messrs. Fielding and 
Paterson? 

They-

referring to these restrictions-
They have been adopted by several of the Provinces with regard to 

what are believed to be Provincial interests. We have neither the right 
nor the desire to interfere with the Provincial authorities. 

Mr. ·HEYBURN. lt does not say they have not the" power." 
They differentiate there and use the word "right," a very cau­
tious one, because they have already enumerated the method by 
which these arrangements were made. They were made with 
the consent of the Dominion Government, which, of course, could 
be taken back, because it is not in the shape of a constitution, 
and if it was they could repeal the constitution granted to the 
Province. 

l\1r. CUMMINS. Will the Senator allow me to finish the 
sentence? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield 
to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes. I beg pardon if I have interrupted. 
Mr. CUMMINS (reading)-
We have neither the right nor the desire to interfere with the 

Provincial authorities in the free exercise of their constitutional powers 
in the administration of their public lands. 

.Mr. HEYBURN. That is, of course, a general statement. It 
is not directed to any point. It is a general statement when it 
refers to that. They have not a moral right, perhaps, to 
abrogate a contract. But they have the power. They can, of 
course, repeal a constitutional provision of the Province because 
they make the constitutions for the Provinces. 

Mr. OUMMINS. The Dominion Parliament can not repeal 
the act of 1867. 

Mr. HEYBURN. That eame from the English Parliament. 
l\Ir. CUMMINS. Precisely. Permit me to read and emphasize 

the section which was called to the Senator's attention by the 
Senator from Minnesota, and I say fra,nkly--

Mr. HEYBURN. I have it before me. 
l\Ir. CUMMINS. I say frankly, if the Sena.tor from Idaho 

could convince the Senate that it lies within the power of the 
Dominion Parliament to remove all these restrictions, the in­
ference would be inevitable that whoever made this agreement 
has not been dealing fairly and frankly with the American 
people. 

But now allow me to read.. Section 92 says: 
In each Province the legislature may exclusively make laws in rela­

tion to matters coming within the classes of subjects next hereinafter 
enumerated; that is, to say-

Now, if I understand that correctly, it is that the Dominion 
Parliament is excluded entirely from the powers that are herein 
enumerated. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. OUMMINS. Ooming, th~ to the fifth paragraph-­
Mr. HEYBURN. The original Provinces. 
Mr. CUI\!MINS. Coming · to the fifth paragraph, we read : 
The management and sale of the public lands belonging to the 

Province, and of the timber and wood thereon. 
I have always thought--
Mr. HEYBURN. What Provinces? 
Mr. CUM?lllNS. The Province; whatever Province is exer­

cising the power here referred to--
The management and sale oi the public lands belonging to the Prov-

ince, and of the timber and wood thereon. . 
Now, I do not believe that the Parliament of Canada can 

repeal or regulate or control the action of the Province in deal­
ing with the sale and the management of the public lands or 
the timber or the wood upon those lands. 

Mr. HEYBURN. It does not say anything about " action." 
Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President--

' 

Mr. HEYBURN. The Senator has interpolated the word 
"action" there. This simply says thnt they may make laws 
with reference to--
Th~ management and sale of the public lands belonging to the Prov­

ince, and of the timber and wood thereon. 
That is to say, they may make laws as to the terms and con­

ditions upon which they may be sold. But that has nothing to 
do with exports or imports. 

Mr. CUMMINS. I am just coming to that. The man~ge­
ment and sale of timber upon the lands belonging to the Prov­
inces. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Now--
Mr. CUMMINS. Now, suppose that the Province of Ontario 

should make an agreement or pass a law under which an agree­
ment should be made with the Senator from Idaho, providing 
that no part of the timber cut from the land so granted to him 
should be exported to the United States or any other country 
and that no part of the wood pulp which might be manufactured. 
out of the wood should be exported and that no paper which 
might be the product of the wood should be exported. Does 
the Senator from Idaho believe that the Parliament of Canada 
could repeal or override the agreement or the contract so made? 

Mr. HEYBURN. If the English Parliament or the English 
Government had made that limitation--

Mr. CUMMINS. I am speaking now of the limitation made 
by the Province. 

Mr. HEYBURN. That was not made by the Province. Tba t 
was made in favor of the Provinces named-four: 

The following provisions or this act respecting the Parliament of 
Canada, namely, the provisions relating to appropriation and tax bills, 
the recommendations of money votes, th~ assent to bills, the dlsallow­
ance of acts, and the si.imlficatlon of pleasure on bills reserved, shall 
extend and apply to the fegislatures of the several Provinces as if those 
provisions were here reenacted and made applicable in terms to the 
respective Provinces and the legislatures thereof, with the substitution 
of the lieutenant governor of the Province for the governor general, ot 
the governor general for the Queen, and for a secretary of state, of one 
year for two years, and of the Province for Canada. 

That is as to the four Provinces; that is, Nova Scotia, Que­
bec, Ontario, and New Brunswick; and those are Provinces 
which are expressly named to which these provisions apply. 

Then there was the unorganized. Northwest Territory, which 
came in; they were authorized to admit it very much as our 
Government is authorized to create new States .. 

Mr. CUMMINS. They have been admitted since 1867. 
Mr. HEYBURN. That is what the constitution was framed 

for-for the purpose of bringing them in under the course 
commenced in 1864 and consummated in 1867. 

Now, that was the only territory subject to these laws until 
new Provinces were organized out of the unorganized terri­
tory, subject to just such limitations as onr Territories were. 
.And then Canada, not England, admitted these new Provinces, 
not acting through the English Parliament, but acting through 
her own Dominion Parliament, and she placed the restrictions 
upon them, and they are entirely different from those placed 
upon the original four Provinces. 

Mr. CUMMINS. I am speaking, of course, of the act ot 
1867- 1 

lli. HEYBURN. You have to divide the territory to apply 
that. 

Mr. CUMMINS. Which is the constitution, as the Senator 
from Idaho very well states--

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes. 
:Mr. CUM?rilNS. .And in it it is declared that in each the 

legislature-that is, in all the Provinces which make up the 
Dominion oi Canada--

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; those four. 
Mr. CUl\IMINS. The legislature may exclusively make laws 

in relation thereto. 
Now, I come along to section 5, in relation to the manage­

ment and sale of public lands belonging to the Provinces and 
of the timber and wood thereon. If the Province has the ex­
clusive right so to legislate, so to manage, so to sell, it seems 
hard for me to believe that the Dominion Parliament can re­
peal the laws the Province has so made and abrogate the con­
tract which has been entered into under existing laws. 

Mr. HEYBURN. That was a power of legislation within the 
Province. The preceding pages indicate that clearly. 

Now, I ask the Senator's close attention to this: To indicate 
clearly that they were not dealing with the question of the 
regulation of trade and commerce outside of the Province, we 
find in the preceding section they had first dealt with the 
power of the Government to regulate commerce and trade as 
we do in the Constitution. · 

Having disposed of that, now we come to the regulation of 
internal affairs, and in the next section, 92, they take up that 
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qnestion-as to the regulation of internal affairs-and pro­
vide, properly, that it shall be done through the internal ma­
chinery of the Government Here they were dealing with 
Dominion power and Dominion machinery of the Government; 
and they disposed of them completely. Then they come to the 
next-the heading of it being "Exclusive Powers of Provincial 
Legislatures." They had already parted with or located the 
power to regulate commerce and trade-h·ade and commerce; 
they just reverse the language of our Constitution. 

Mr. CUMl\fINS. I will not interrupt the Senator--
Mr. HEYBURN. I thought this ought to appeal to the 

Senator. 
In making laws for a great country they first deal with the 

country itself. Our Constitution does. It deals with the coun­
try as a single organic proposition. When it has disposed of 
that it takes up the subdivisions of it and deals with the Prov­
inces. Now, following that, it deals with the Territories; fol­
lowing that, with the unorganized territories. That is the 
ordinary procedure. 

l\f r. NELSON. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield 

to the Senator from Minnesota? 
l\Ir. HEYBURN. Yes. 
l\fr. 1\TELSON. Will the Senator allow me to correct, I think, 

a misstatement or misapprehension? 
It has been stated that this North American act, really the 

constitution of the Dominion of Canada, included only the four 
Provinces which were created at the time. 

l\fr. HEYBURN. Yes; and it names them. 
l\Ir. NELSON. And then it provides that the others can be 

anmitted only by Canada. 
Now, let me read the next to the last paragraph of this act: 
146. It shall be lawful for the Queen, by and with the advice of Her 

Majesty's most honorable privy council--
That is the privy council of England-

on addresses from the Houses of the Parliament of Canada and from 
the houses of the respective legislatures of the Colonies or Provinces 
of Newfoundland, Prince Edward Island, and British Columbia, to 
admit those .Colonies or Provinces, or any of them, into the union, and 
on addre ses from the Houses of the Parliament of Canada to admit 
Ruperts Land and the Northwestern Territory. 

Ruperts Land and the Northwestern Territory are now what 
constitute the three Provinces of Alberta, Saskatchewan, and 
Nova Scotia. 

l\Ir. HEYBURN. Is the section the Senator is reading 147? 
Mr. NELSON. No; 146. 
l\Ir. HEYBURN. Well, there is another section--
1\Ir. NELSON. Will you allow me to finish the statement? 
At the time of the admission there were Canada-known as 

Upper and ·Lower Canada-and Nova Scotia, and New Bruns­
wick. Canada was by this act divided into the Provinces of 
Ontario and Quebec. Upper Canada was called Ontario and 
Lower Canada Quebec. And, then, there were New Brunswick 
and Nova Scotia. They were in the union originally, and the 
others have been put into it on a par e..\:actiy with the other 
Provinces. They are all in it, except the Province of Newfound­
land, which is outside, which never entered into the Dominion. 

:Mr. HEYBURN. There is the difference between our Con­
stitution and Canada's. They are not required to be all on the 
same footing. · 

Ur. CUMMINS. This history is very interesting and im­
portant, too, but--

1\fr. HEYBURN. It is essential absolute1y to be considered. 
Mr. CUMMINS. But I do not wish to drift away from the 

question I rose to propound. We find here a constitution which 
the Senator from Idaho well says is a constitution of grants. 
That is, the powers of the Provinces bear close relation to the 
powers granted to the United States. You must find in the 
constitution the powers exercised in order to warrant the Prov­
ince in exercising them. 

Nvw, we find here a power, and it is an exclusive power, 
granted to the Provinces, to 1egislate with respect to the man~ 
agement and. sale of the lands of the Provinces and the wood 
timber thereon. It seems to me that under such a grant it 
would be legally or constitutionally impossible for the Parlia­
ment of Canada by her own act to withdraw the powers that 
had been granted to the Provinces or to overrule or repeal any 
legislation which the Provinces had made within those powers. 

l\fr. HEYBURN. I do not contend that she can. But let us 
get back on to the track. 

Mr. CUMMINS. I will get you back or I will get myself 
back by asking this question :finally: The Senator from Idaho, 
upon a review of the whole matter, believes, and he asserts, 
that if the Dominion Parliament were to-morrow to pass a law 
removing all limitations and restrictions which prevent the free 

export of wood, pulp, or paper into the United States the act 
would be valid? 

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. CUMMINS. And would accomplish its object? 
Mr. HEYBURN. Yes·; it can do it either by act or by treaty. 
Mr. CUMMINS. And therefore the proposition of the Do-

minion of Canada to defer our entrance into Canada until all 
the Provinces act or until, at some future distant day, wood 
and pulp and paper are put on an equality with our wood and 
pulp and paper is a mere pretense. 

l\fr. HEYBURN. Well, just call it a subterfuge, because that 
is what it amounts to. 

Mr. CUMMINS. Subterfuge? 
Mr. HEYBURN. Or whatever it may be called. 
Mr. CUl\11\fINS. I see now the Senator's position. I did 

not--
Mr. HEYBURN. The Senator sees it pretty near. I think I 

can open the door entirely. 
We haYe in this country a case somewhat in point. Texas 

reserved in the h·ea ty the power to dispose of her lands. 
Texas came to us by treaty, and she is given the power to 
regulate the sale of lands and of the timber thereon. Could 
she put an export duty on the timber or anything connected 
with it? 

Mr. CUl\fl\HNS. I am not prepared-­
Mr. HEYBURN. It points the idea. 
l\Ir. CUMMINS. I should say, instantly, no; because the 

Constitution of the United States forbids any State from doing 
any such thinr-. 

l\Ir. HEYBURN. No; the Constitution does not forbid it, 
but it retains to itself the power to do that thing; and the 
thing which the Constitution retains the right or the power to 
do can not be exercised by anybody else. 

l\fr. CUMMINS. That is the exact equivalent of what I 
said. The exclusive power to do those things, as levying duties 
on imports, is conferred upon the Federal Government. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I will ask the Senator--
Mr. CUMMINS. Before the Senator from Idaho further 

speaks-I am going to sit down after I read this-I want him 
to have in mind section 109 of the act of 1867, which provides 
that: 

All lands, mines, minerals, and royalties belonging to the several 
Provinces of Canada, Nova Scotia, and New Brunswick at the union, 
and all sums then due or payable for such lands, mines, minerals, or 
royalties--

Mr. HEYBURN. That merely goes to the title to the land. 
Mr. CUMMINS (reading)-

shall belon~ to the several Prbvinces of Ontario, Quebec, Nova Scotia, 
and New Brunswick, in which the same are situate or arise, subject 
to any trust existing in respect thereof, and to any interest other than 
that of the Province in the same. 

l\Ir. HEYBURN. That does not get within a mile of the 
question we are discussing. 

Mr. CUMMINS. I think the Senator ought to ha·rn the full 
title of these lands before him--

Mr. HEYBURN. I have it right here. 
.Mr. CU.Ml\HNS. When he speaks of the powers of the 

Provinces. 
Mr. HEYBURN. It can not be successfully contended that 

the power to manage a piece of real property-and that is 
all this amounts to-carries with it the power to levy an 
export or import duty or to exercise any other kind of a gov­
ernmental function. That certainly does not need to be sup­
ported by any argument. We have those cases in point in our 
own country, and no one has ever contended they would have the 
right to control those duties. 

Mr. CUMMINS. The Senator is rapidly convincing me; but 
the whole legislation of the last session respecting paper and of 
this session respecting paper seems to have been bottomed on 
the idea that there were valid limitations and restrictions O\ er 
there that the General Government of Canada could not rernorn. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I always object to bringing in the question 
of personal equation, but I have been talking with Canadians 
and Americans since last winter in regard to the matter, and 
I have listened to what we on this side call "bluffs," and their 
statements that "the Dominion Government will always pro­
tect the Province in its own rules and regulations and will not 
undertake to control us," and all that kind of talk. 

I have here a letter in this morning's mail, by the way-one 
of them-from a man who objects to the expression I used 
the other day which was as true as the Gospel, that whatever 
political rights we ever got from England we received on the 
point of a bayonet. That stirred him up to write to me about 
this. I am fortunate in having a considerable acquaintance on 
that side of the line and considerable clientele there, and I know 
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something of how they feel. They use those laws as a bludgeon 
to defend themselves, not against the imposition of others but 
to afford them an excuse for not doing something. They suy, 
"It can not be done because the legislature last winter passed 
a certain act,'' and if they have not passed the act they will 
see that it does in order to bear them out. 

The management of property does not carry with it that 
right I do not care whether it is in the hands of a Province, 
or an individual, or the Go·rernment itself; it is the lordship, 
the lord of the ·fee, so to speak, applying our relative terms, 
who does these things. Some of them it can delegate; some it 
can not. Canada can only delegate power within the license 
given it by the act of 1867. England can delegate power to 
whom it pleases, because it has no constitutions to Umit it. 
Our Government can not delegate power except within the 
limit of the permission contained in the contract of the Con­
stitution. The right to exercise power is an affirmative right. 
When it comes to a government the right of a State is not the 
goyernment of the highest character. It can be a definite 
power confeITed upon a State that authorizes it to act upon 
matters in which the General Gm·el'nment i concerned. 

Mr. CUMMINS. .May I ask one more question? 
Mr. HEYBURN. CertajnJy. 
Ur. CUl\11\H.1.TS. Suppose the Senator from Idaho owned 160 

acre of timberland, and I were trying to secure from him the 
right to cut it and remorn it, and the Senator from Idaho would 
attach as a .condition to the sale of the timber that I must con­
vert it into lumber upon the land rrom which it is cut 

l\1r. HEYBURN. That is purely contractua.l. 
l'IIr. CU1\1lliN.S. That, howeTer, is a valid contract. The 

Sena tor from Ida.ho admits that? 
~fr. HEYRUitN. Yes; l have seen those contracts. 
Mr. CUMMINS. If the Provinces have entered into such con­

tracts, in substance, with persons who are taking timber from 
the e lands, I take it th~ Dominion Parliament could not abro­
gate those contracts. But the Sena.tor's idea is that tbe Parlia­
ment could prevent the Provinces from entering into any more 
of them. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; or you declare that after a certain 
date no such contract should be made. We have instances of 
that in our own legislation, where after a certain date no 
contract within certain pl'ohibitions should be made. That is 
the position, I take it, in regard to this matter. But I am not 
going to vote for the Root amendment because I am opposed 
to reciprocity. Section 2 is not a reciprocal measure, and no 
one has contended that it had fillything in it of the character 
of reciprocity. However, if you are to say the Root amend­
ment uses reciprocity, I am not in ' fa.vor of it. Of course, if 
I wanted to u e it as a bludgeon that would be another propo­
sition, but I am not in a belligerent mood and I am not going 
to vote for an amendment like that because it might hurt 
somebody. 

It has been held up to us here for weeks and months that you 
could not do it because, for ooth, some Province would bar your 
way. Since I read the constitution of Canada I have not been 
a.tall influenced by that statement. 

By the way, I find here a Jl?emorandum I made with refer­
ence to the question we have had under consideration here. 
Speaking of these e.xclu ive rights that the Dominion Govern­
ment gave to the Provinces it says: 

The legislatures ·of the Provinces and of the Dominion possess con­
current jurisdiction on many subjects, because the Dominion has given 
them jurisdiction concurrent with itself; and it is provided that -in 
the contingency of a conflict of legislation between the Dominion ancl 
the Provinces, the laws of the Dominion shall pre-vaiL Although the 
powers of government have in this manner been definitely portioned 
out, there has been no lnck of intrusion on the part of either party 
into tbe sphere of the other. On such occasions, where compromise 
has b en found impossible, the principle of the superior authority in­
herent in the central government has been adhered to. 

In the m:mngement of litigation in that country it is not · at 
all infrequent th.'.l.t e find a conflict between the Dominion 
authority and the territory. I always speak of the provincial 
authority. They were not Pronnces when I knew them ; 
they were mere territories; but the local authority was fre­
quently in conflict with the Dominion authoritv, each contend­
ing for that which was farnrable to them, but always the 
Dominion authority preYailed. and properly so. 

lUr. SUTHERLA1'i1D. lUr. President--
The VICE PilESIDE ff. Does the Senator from Idaho yield 

to the Senator from Utah? 
l\fr. HEYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. SUTHERLAND. When the Senator made the statement 

the other day I was -very much inclined to agree with his con­
struction of the Canadian act, but I am not enfuely certain that 
I now under tand the Senator's position. Does the Sena.tor 
from Idaho think that, notwithstanding the provision. of the 

constituent a.ct, which gives to the Provinces named exclusive 
power to sell and manage their land and the wood grown 
thereon, if the Provinces under that power should undertake to 
say that wood grown upon the land could not be exported to 
the United States, the Dominion PUTliament could set that pro­
vision as.ide under the power which the Dominion Parliament 
has to alter the customs and excise law? 

Mr. IIEYBUR.i:J. Yes; I say not onJy under that authority, 
but under the regulation , a purely local one within the Prov­
inces. 

.Mr. ~UTIIERLAI\'D. Let me suggest to the Sena.tor from 
Idaho that the customs and excjse laws are taxing laws. We 
ha-re the same expreEsion in our own Constitution. Those words 
are used with reference to the taxing power. 

.Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly; as distinguished from duties. 

.Mr. SUTHERLAND. But we also have in our Constitution a 
provision wllich giws Congress the power to make rules and 
reol7lllations respectin<P the territory of the United States and to 
dispo ·e of tho public land . 

1\Ir. HEYBURN. That is not an excise law. That is an act 
of overejgnty. 

l\Ir. SUTHERLAND. That is exactly in line with what I was 
going to say. It is not n. customs or exciee law when we pass 
a Jaw under that power. When the Provmctal Parliament 
pa~~es n law for the purpo e of regulating the sale or manage­
ment of its lands or the wood arising therefrom, that is an act 
of sovereignty on the part of that Provincial GoYernment. 

~Jr. HEYBURN. Ko. 
1\Ir. SUTHER~'D. If the Senator will hear me through, 

that is not a taxing law at all. The question I wanted to ub­
mit to the Senator was, Can the Dominion Parliament control 
the o-rereigu power of the provincial government to sell -and 
manage its lands under a taxing power? 

l\Ir. HEYBURN. The ame as we do it under the Carey ct. 
Th.ere is the point. You see, the Government having the over­
eign power, delegates it to the State to sell and make the deeds 
under the Carey A.ct. There is no difficulty about the legal 
proposition, because this limits it to the things that the State 
may do and. the States here hnYe no rights except those ex­
pres ly gi rnn. 

Afr. SUTHEULA.:ND. The provincial government under that 
power could decline to sell any of the wood grown upon the 
public lands a.t all if they de ired to do it, conld they not? 

Mr. HEYBURN. No; the right to regulate a thing does not 
at all mean that you may abolish it. 

1\Ir. SUTHERLA ID. The e.xclusi-r-e power to sell or to 
manage is vested in the provincial government. Under that 
exclu i ve power it muy withhold from sale. 

Mr. HEYBURN. No; it may not. This 83.ys the management 
and s.a.le. When the power is gh·en to sell a thing it does not 
carry with it the power to sell it 

]'}Ir. SUTHERLA1''D. Let me grant that The power to sell 
certainJy inc-ludes .the power to sell to whomsover the person 
having the power chooses to sell. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Oh, yes; so as not to defeat the purpose of 
the lord of the fee. 

lUr. SUTHERLAND. Could not the provincial parliament 
decline to sell to another government if it desired to do so? 

l\Ir. HEYBURN. They do not sell to the Government 
Mr. SUTHEil~--U. To sell to the people? 

. i\fr. HEYBURN. It is not the Government that ells to the 
people. It comes from the per .... on who buys the claim under 
the Go-vernment. Canada does not cut off the wood. They 
grant a license to cut it or sell the land to a purchn er. It is 
pureJy an indindnal and contractual relation. 

Mr. SUTHERLAJ\'D. I quite understand that, but the 
Provincjal Go-r-erument by its laws has the power exclusively 
to control the :role. 

Mr. HEYBURN. The Government does not buy it. 
Mr. SUTHERLAND. The enator has not heard me through. 

I have not intimated that. 
Mr. HEYBURN. I beg the Senator's pardon. 
Mr. SUTHERLAND. I say a provincial government having 

exclusi·ve power to manage and sell the wood grown upon these 
lands would llliT'e the power to sell to whom oever it pleases. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes.. 
Mr. SUTHEilLAl\'D. Would it not have the power to decline 

tn sell to the people of some particular Government if it de­
sired to do so? 

Mr. HEYBURN. That is possible; but I do not see how it 
enters into this question. 

l\Ir. SUTHERLA1'TD. I think it enters exactly into it. 
Mr. HEJYBURN. In the first place, the Government does not 

sell the land at a.lL The Government gives the man the right 
to earn this land. 
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Mr. SUTHEil.LA.l\'TI. If it has the power to decline to sen and makes it an ordinary reciprocal arrangement Yon let 

to the people of this Go•ernment, then has it not the lesser my paper in and I will let yours in. 
12ower to d~line to sell upon conditions or to say that a certain I shall have to vote against the amendment As I said~ if I 
license shall be paid before it shall be cut for sale? were to be actuated by the spirit of destTuction I would vote 

:Mr. HEYBUilN. A. license is a hire; it is not a sale. When for it in order to make it more obnoxious, but I think probably 
the word "sale " is used, it can not be eonstrued to include that the responsibility for this legislation will find a resting 
that kind of a departure by title. A license is a rfght to use place. It will be in the plain open view of the American people, 
a thing. A sale parts with the title; it severs the title from the and they will know just where to go out with their scalping 
lord of the fee in 1rh:itever shape it may be. The Government knife and tomahawk. 
had in ihe previous Eection disposed of the thing Senators are Mr. SMITH of l\Iichigan~ Mr~ President, I simply want to 
arguin6 for. There .are just one of two conclusions, either pnt irrto the RECORD a few thoughts that have come to me from 
section 91 does not apply to foreign trade and commerce or else a source so authoritative that I have no hesitatio!l whatever 
article 5 of section 02 has no application one way or the other. in quoting them. I desire the Senate to know that we have 
When the constitution, IJTOCeeding in an orderly manner, has about $22,000,000 invested in paper mrrld ng in the State I lnre 
disposed of one question and passes to the next, you can not tbe honor in part to represent, and the thriving city of K r Jn.­
ingraft the &econd question upon the power that is dealt with mazoo alone has nearly $10-,000,000 inyested in paper making. 
in the first. Michigan has a growing and ample supply of suitable wood 

I do not care whether any export duty is charged or not, and from which to continue the successful operation of its present 
I care :oot whether an import duty is charged, it is foreign trade equipment of modern and extensive paper mills, as well as 
ancl commerce that regulates the passing of commodities be- many others which may be added~ Any of the hardwoods as 
tween the countries. Whether upon the payment of dues or well as all of the varieties of the soft vroods grown in our 
not, it is. commerce, because the value of the article itself is State are well suited for the manufacture of book papers and 
being transferred. That is of more importance. than the price. the other grades of paper ma.de in the- Michigan mills. 
that you pay for transferring it from one to the other. That is I think I am clearly justified in stating that the production 
the commerce that is referred to in section 91, and the ques- of paper might be increased fivefold, and lf the mixed woods 
tion is there disposed of and closed. Then it passes to the of our forests were used to manufacture the soda pulp with 
consideration of domestic affairs.. It is only in connection with which to exclusively provide for the needs of all our paper 
domesti(! affairs, so far- as section 92 deals and provides, that mills ample wood for the- purp(>se could be secured at a cost 
the Pro-vinces may regulate them. Those Provinces charge of not above $5 per cord delivered at the mill. This, too-, with­
each other for certain privileges, but whenever it comes to giv- out filly limitation as to time. In this estimate I run not includ­
ing the rule under which the commodity cTIJsses the border, ing the virgin forests of the north.western portions of the upper 
then the Dominion of Canada, subject even now to the Crown. peninsula~ A..s muth more could be said oi that portion of -0ur 
of England, regulates that so far as they are concerned, and · State. 
our Government so far as we are .concerned. It would be a While at present Michigan is not a. large producer of paper 
very grave mistake to conclude that the provisions for domestie made. from mecha.ni.cal pulp, chiefly because of lack of de-veloped 
commerce in any manner influenced o:r governed the subject water power with which to grind the wood,. the increase in the 
matter unde1· consideration through this bill. Yon could not manufacture of this lower grade-news print-might be readily. 
ma.ke a oora-ver mistake, and I trust that Senators will give it justified, so far :is the local supply of pulp wood is involved. 
the close~t attention. If we are governed by a wrong rule, we We have the po~ible water power with_ which to develop that 
wm reach a wrong conclusion in this case. special line of pnper making_ 

Now I want to resume on the point I was discussing just The Newspaper Publishers' A...~ociation sets forth a.s the chief 
for a ~oment before I close and I have spoken longer than I reason for its demand for the free entry of Canadian paper the 
had any intention of doing. ' I 1rant the attention of Senators scarcity of pulp wood in the United Stutes. Let me cite briefly 
to this provision. While I haye read it once, yet 1 do not at all some /a~ts as to the pulp..wood sup~ly at p1·esent standing in 
times feel thut I have the attention of all Senators. I say that our Nation and the present consumption for paper manufacture. 
this pro"\'ision sends us into the markets of the world to compete Maine has 40,000,000,000 feet, or. S?,000,000 cords, of standing 
with anyone without charge or price on their part, been.use it spruce. The annual growth of this is from 3,000,000 to 4,000,000 
says that wpntever privileges are given to the United States cords. 
under this bill or treaty, or whatever you call it, the same shall The total United States consumption of spruce for news­
be extended to any other country. That is the most-favored- print paper is about 1,500,000 cords annually-less. than half of 
nation clanse by legislation instead of by treaty. The languuge the growth in Maine alone. 
of it is unequrrocal. Cann.du wanted to keep her n~t out for the The total stand of spruce stumpage in the United States o:G 
whole sea and confine us to some little bay of the St. Lawrence America is not less than 150,000,000,000 feet. The- growth an­
River, and she says that the advantages hereby granted to the nually in our spruce is about 5,000,000,000 to 6,000,000,000 feet, 
1Jnited Sbtes, utter referring to them by schedule, shall extend or 10,000,000 to 12,000,000 cords. The entire consumption for 
to any and e...-e;;y other foreign power which may be entitled all grades of paper made from wood in our Nation is less tlmn 
thereto trnder tho provisions of any treaty or convention of His one-half of this growth. 
Majesty. That giv-es England the power to open wider the This puts paper making exclusively on a spruce-wood basis, 
doors of free trade in Canada. Th.at is the market we are to sell while the truth is two-thirds of all of the- paper we make can 
in~ and the market they are to sen in is one that is guarded by he and ought to be made from other more easily accessible, 
protective ta.riff duties against a.II the world. We give them a very much cheaper, and quite as desirable woods. 
protected market to sell in and they give us a world-wide com- New York, New Hampshire, Vermont, Montana, Colorado, and 
petitive market We will sell our meats in Canada, if we sell notably Washington and Oregon ha.T"e large spruce forests, 
them, in competition with the colonial Provinces of England, and, accessible to tidewater, in that treasury of natural wealth, 
Australia, or any other Province that she has to-day, or may Ala.ska, there is such a growing supply of choice spruce as to 
have; and she is not confined to existing conditions that she deter me from submitting an estimate of its extent 
may make. If any one of six States of the Southr awakened from the 

What kind of n business proposition is that? Is there a drenmg of froo trndeism, should take up the manufacture o:t 
business man in the world who would enter into such a propo- paper,. their growth of timber would be ample to supply all the 
sition as that? His neighbor says: "You may graze your cows wood paper used in the United States. 
in my pasture for a consideration," and he thinks he is going Added to the forest wealth of the States- of the South they 
to have pasture for his cows. He goes and finds cows from have the chemicals and clays and coal to complete the fornmla 
Germany, F1·ance, Holland, and every other nation there grazing. for paper making. 
Ile says," Where are my cows going to graze'!" They will take The paper-mill industry in the Stu.te of Michigan .is yet in 
their chance, he is told~ in this field. You make a contract, and its infancy; forests and men and money are ready to contribute 
in lieu of this privilege which you supposed you had, you say abundantly as the demand for paper increases, but this Cana­
they may graze here, and they come over and find no German, dian agreement is a menace,. a serious menace, to even the suc­
or French, or Europeanl or Asiatic cattle sharing the pasture cessful continuation of the mills now established. 
with them. Mr. President, I am not going to supplement that statement, 

That is this much lauded and boasted rectprocfty which is which I regard as very important. It comes from a man yery 
disguised llere under the name of a billr or the bill is disguised familiar with this industry. It shows the possibilities urion 
under reciprocity, it matters not which. You are proposing to our own soil. It renders our- eromng o"Ver into a foreign State 
attach the Root amendment. which simply makes it more o:t a absolutely unnecessary. There is not a single man who will be 
recipl'oeal trade agreement, takes it out of the tari!f schedule engaged in making paper in Canada who will employ the 
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.American carpenter or bricklayer or mechanic or the farmer 
of our own country. It is perfectly idle for us to contribute in 
any way toward the transfer across the boundary of an indus­
try so important to our people. 

But, Mr. President, if tbe product of Canada is to come in 
here free, then I at least desire to have the product of our own 
mills go into Canada free. It may be that the time will come 
when the utilization of the tremendous water power of the St. 
Marys River and other water power on the Canadian border 
may put us in a position where we may contest, upon equal 
terms, with the manufacturers of paper in Canada. For that 
reason, not because I believe in the merits of this bill, which I 
condemn from the first word to the last as harmful to the 
people of this country and calculated to imperil our now friendly 
relations with the world. But if the products of Canadian 
labor in the paper mills of that empire are to come here free, I 
should like to have American labor in our own mills given the 
opportunity to contest with them upon equal terms upon their 
own soil. 

Over $20,000,000 is now invested in paper making in the State 
of Michigan alone, and are you to catch this American indus­
try by the throat and hold it until Canadians shall take pos­
session of this market and weaken or destroy this important 
domestic industry employing thousands of our own citizens? I 
protest against it--

Mr. GALLINGER. l\fr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TOWNSEND in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Michigan yield to the Senator from New 
Hampshire? 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Certainly. 
Mr. GALLINGER. Not only do some of us believe, Mr. Presi­

dent, that this bill, if it becomes a law, will practically trans­
fer the manufacture of paper from this country to Canada, but 
it is well for us not to lose sight of the fact that there are about 
70 concerns in the United States manufacturing paper-making 
machinery. They have a capital variously estimated at from 
ten to twenty million dollars invested in that enterprise. If 
the manufacture of paper goes to Canada, that great invested 
capital will . necessarily be greatly injured if not entirely de­
stroyed. So we alone have a loss that we can not compute 
by the transfer of the manufacture of paper across the 
border. 

Mr. SMITH of :Michigan. I agree with the Senator from New 
Hampshire entirely. He supplements what I have said with 
reference to the unwisdom of permitting manufactured paper 
to come into this country free. 

Mr. President, I desire to put into the RECORD the names of 
Yarious paper manufacturing institutions in the State of .Michi­
gan, with the capital invested by each. I ask unanimous con­
sent that this statement may be printed in the RECORD as a part 
of my remarks, with a letter from :Mr. N. H. Stewart, of Kala­
mazoo, Mich., who prepared this report and has summarized 
most apt strong objections to the passage of this pact. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, consent will 
be granted. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

KALAMAZOO, MICH., May 1, 1911. 
Hon. WILLIAM .ALDEN SMITH, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 
MY DEAR SENATOR: For your information and the information of 

other Senators, I hand you herewith information embracing the number 
of paper mills in the State of Michigan, the amount of capital, the 
number of men employed, and location of same; and, in the names of 
all the workingmen-the stockholders-which includes men, women, 
and orphan children, I protest a~ainst the ratification of the agreement 
between the United States and Canada, which has for its purpose unre­
stricted competition in this line of manufacture. In Kalamazoo alone 
we are considered the largest manufacturers of paper in the world, and 
the existence of our industry is seriously threatened by the passage of 
the legislation now pending before the Senate. We hope and pray that 
those in charge of this measure may come to view the <'.J.isastrous results 
which are sure to follow in the same light as we see it. We sincerely 
hope that we may continue to enjoy the same uniform treatment from 
the Government of the United States as is extended to other lines of 
American enterprise and employment. 

Yours, very truly, N. H. STEWART. 

Allegan County : 
Dayton Folding Box Co., Allegan _______ _ 
Babcock Tissue Paper Co., Otsego _______ _ 
Bardeen Paper Co., Otsego _____________ _ 
MacSimbar Paper Co., Otsego ___________ _ 
Michigan Paper Co., Plainwell _________ _ 

$300,000 
200,000 
600,000 
400,000 
600,000 

----
Alpena County: Fletcher Pnper Co., Alpena ____________ _ 300,000 

Clair County : Capac Paper Co., Capac ________________ _ 300,000 
----

Cheboygan County: 
Cheboygan Paper Co., Cheboygan ________ _ 400,000 

$2,100,000 

300,000 

300,000 

400,000 

Kent County : 
Childsdale Paper Mills, Cblldsdale________ $300, 000 
American Box Board Co., Grand Rapids___ 400, 000 

St. Joseph County: 
Constantine Board & Paper Co., Constan-

tine --------------------------------Eddy Paper Co.. Three Rivers __________ _ 
Michigan Box Board Co., White Pigeon __ _ 

Wayne County: 
Detroit Sulphite Pulp & Paper Co., Detroit_ 

300,000 
300,000 
450,000 

500, 000 
----

Genesee County : 
Flint Paper Mills, Flint_ _______________ _ 300,000 

----
Jackson County : 

Michigan Bag & Paper Co., Jackson ______ _ 300,000 

Kalamazoo County : 
Bryant Paper Co., Kalamazoo ____________ 3, 500, 000 
Kalamazoo Paper Co., Kalamazoo _________ 1, 500, 000 
King Paper Co., Kalamazoo ______________ 1, 200, 000 
Monarch Paper Co., Kalamazoo___________ 800, 000 
Standard Paper Co., Kalamazoo__________ 600, 000 
Western Boa.rd & Paper Co., Kalamazoo___ 350, 000 
Riverview Coatln~ MilL_________________ 200, 000 
Lee Paper Co., Vicksburg ________________ 1, 200, 000 
Kalamazoo Parchment Co., Kalamazoo____ 100, 000 

Menominee County: 
Marinette & Menominee Paper Co________ 300, 000 

Monroe County: , 
The Boehme & Rauch Co., Monroe ________ _ 
Monroe Binder Board Co., Monroe _______ _ 
M,onroe ~aper Co., Monroe ______________ _ 
River Ra.ism Paper Co _________________ _ 

500,000 
300,000 
300,000 
500,000 

Alger County: 
Munising Paper Co., Munising ___________ _ 600,000 

----
300, 000 

Muskegon County: 
Muskegon Paper Co., Muskegon __ . ________ _ 

----
200,000 
600,000 
600,000 
400,000 

Berrien County : 
Mullen Bros. Paper Co., St. Joseph_ _____ _ 
French Paper Co., Niles ________________ _ 
Ni~es Board & Paper Co., Niles __________ _ 
Watervliet Paper Co., Watervliet_ _______ _ 

----
Oakland County : 

Barnes Pape.r Co., Rochester ____________ _ 200,000 
----

300,000 
Washtenaw County~ 

Peninsular Paper Co., YpsilantL ________ _ 
----

Emmet County: 
Pear River Paper & Bag Co., Petoskey ___ _ 300,000 

----

$700,000 

1,050,000 

500,000 

300,000 

300,000 

I 

9,450,000 

300,000 

1,600,000 

600,000 

300,000 

1,800,000 

200,000 

300,000 

300,000 

Total (in Michigan)---------------------------- 20, 800, 000 
All Michigan paper plants __________________ 20, 800, 000 
In Kalamazoo alone________________________ 9, 450, 000 

Michigan outside of Kalamazoo________________________ 11, 350, 000 
l\fr. GALLINGER. l\Ir. Presid·ent, the Senator from .Michigan 

bas stated. the magnitude of this interest in his State. I want 
to call attention to what this means to the little State I 
in part represent. 

Two years ago, on the 19th day of June, 1909, I discussed 
this question at considerable length, which I am not g9ing to 
do on this bill. I then called attention to the fact that New 
Hampshire had 28 paper mills, the estimated capital being 
$16,000,000; 1ihe number of wage earners, not including opera­
tions in the woods, 4,000; that the wages paid annually were 
$2,000,000; the value of products about $10,000,000; that the 
yearly capacity of the mills was-of paper, 200,000 tons; of 
ground wood, 200,000 tons; of sulphite, 150,000 tons, having 
40,000 horsepower; and that the timberlands owned by the 
paper makers in the State aggregated 700,000 acres. And I 
observed, Mr. President, which is a fact, that the timberlands 
could not be conserved unless the industry is on a profitable 
basis. New Hampshire ranks seventh in capital and output 
among the States manufacturing paper. 

Mr. President, I wanted to reproduce these figures in this 
debate to show that some of us, at least, stand for the indus­
tries of our own States, being unwilling that under what we 
conceive to be a foolish notion that we have got to do something 
for Canada, so as to be on good relations with Canada, that 
will be destructive to interests that we, as representatives of 
those States, are bound to preserve if we can. 

It is said, Mr. President, that this amendment, about which 
there is a great difference of opinion, is not to prevail, and I do 
not know whether it is or not. I regretted that the author of 
the amendment, the advocate of it, should have conceded that 
at the start. It is not a very good way to pass an amendment 
or a bill. For myself, I believe that the amendment is a proper 
one, and I hope it will be incorporated in the bill; but whether 
it is or not, whether it wins or loses, I look upon it as my duty, 
as a believer in the doctrine of protection, which the Repub-
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licu.n Party has lleld to so tenaciously all through its history, 
believing firmly that this legislation is all wrong, one sided, 
and unjust to our own people, to vote :tgainst the bill; and I 
shall take great pleasure in voting against it when it comes to 
its final passage. Just here, Mr. President, I will say that I do 
not care how soon that is to be. If it is, as I said the other 
day, orilitined that the protecti"re policy is to go down under a 
sentiment that has grown up in this country of late years, if it 
is ordained that this pact with our neighbor on the north shall 
become an accomplished fact, then I see no reason why we 
should very long delay the evil day. 

I hope, Mr. President, that as the debate progresses we may 
gain converts, but I have "'\""ery little expectation, from what I 
know, tha.t we are going to gain votes enough to defeat this 
measure. As I have before said, that being the fact, I do not 
see any special gain in remaining here during the coming months 
of the summer discussing this question, which already has been 
so abundantly discussed. Let us in the near future vote on th.is 
bill, and on all the other bills that are before the Senate, and, 
for good or for bad accept the will of the majority, adjourn this 
Congress, and go to our homes. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. President, just a word in reference to 
tlie pending amendment. Two yea.rs ago, when we were consid­
ering the paper schedule in the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill, I voted 
against an amendment which proposed to reduce the tariff on 
print paper, as I remember, to $2 per ton, because the evidence 
seemed to indicate that that amount did not cover the difference 
in ilie cost of production in the two countries. It might seem 
that, in order to be consistent here now, my vote should be in 
fa yor of the Root amendment; but as I intend to T"ote against 
that amendment I feel that a wo:rd of explanation is proper. 

I shall T"Ote against the amendment because it is put upon the 
ground that it is necessary in order to restore this bill to a fair 
compliance with the agreement entered into between the repre­
senta tives of Canada and the Uniteq. States, and on the ground 
that we ought not to change that agreement in the slighest par­
ticular by crossing a " t " or dotting an '-' i." I do not believe 
that. I think we ought to amend it in a great many particulars, 
and I am not in favor of standing by the proposition that this 
amendment should be adopted because we are opposed to chang­
ing the original agreement 

It seems that in the bill as it passed the other House and as 
it is before the Senate the original agreement has been changed 
by section 2. and materially changed-changed because those 
interested in free newspaper print pa.per wanted it changed and 
did not hesitate to entirely set the agreement aside in order to 
change it; •but when we propose some change that will in a 
small way compensate the farmer. whose products are being 
placed on the free list, we are told "No; this agreement must 
not be changed, not by the crossing of a ' t,' nor the dotting of 
an 'i.'" Because I am not willing to support any such posi­
tion as that, and because this proposed amendment is offered on 
the theory that it is going back to the agreement to preserve it 
sacredly as it was made, and by voting for it I am in a meas­
ure committing myself to the proposition that we shall not 

Mr. SMOOT. In my opening statement I stated that the tele­
gram was signed by the American Paper & Pulp Association. 

l\Ir. STONE. It would appear to have come from the Inter­
national Paper Co. 

?!fr. Sl\IOOT. I beg pardon of the Senator. I did not hear him. 
Mr. STONE. I say it would appear to have been formulated 

by the International Paper Co. 
Mr. Sl\fOOT. No, Mr. President; I think the American Paper 

& Pulp Association would know about what the International 
Paper Co. manufactures. That is a matter of record. The Sen­
ator will also remember that in the hearings the amount of 
paper made by that company is stated. 

Mr. ST01'TE. I remember that the Finance Committee called 
on Ur. Lyman, of the International Paper Co., to furnish the 
committee with information as to the number of mills it had 
acquired, the number it owned, the number it was operating, 
the number it had dismantled or discontinued, the amount of 
its output, and other things of like kind. A similar request for 
the same information was made by the Ways and l\Ieans Com­
mittee of the House of Representatives at the last session of 
Congress, and the information was promised by .Mr. Lyman. I 
am advised by the clerk of the Committee on Fin'a.nce that Mr. 
Lyman has sent a communication to the Finance Committee 
declining to furnish that information. I was wondering whether, 
instead of furnishing the information to the committee which 
was investigating the subject matter, he had concluded to send 
it to the Senate in the form in which the Senator from Utah 
has presented it. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, as I remember the circumstance 
referred to by the Senator from Missouri, it was this: The 
chairman of the committee wrote a letter to Mr. Lyman, the 
secretary of the International Paper Co., for certain information 
as to the cost of production, the number of mills which the 
company owns, where located, what the power costs, and so 
forth, including details of the minutest kind. Mr. Lyman an­
swered that telegraphic request by a long letter, and I believe 
that letter has been published. 

Mr. STONE. It has been. 
Ur. SMOOT. And it is before the Senate. It is dated June 

6, 1911. 
Mr. STONE. l\Ir. Lyman declined to furnish the information. 
Mr. SMOOT. Mr. Lyman also gives the reason why he de­

clines to furnish the information. I suppose the Senator has 
read that letter. 

Mr. STONE. I have read it. 
Mr. S~IOOT. Among other things, he says the mills of the 

International Paper Co. constitute one property, and we are 
a-1erse to giving Mr. Norris full opportunity to distort facts, 
magnify .trivialities, and so forth, which, of course, Mr. Lyman 
thinks has been done in the past. Whether it has been or 
not is for every Senator to judge after reading the testimony. I 
received the telegram a few moments ago, and I thought it 
proper to read it to the Senate, and therefore did so. 

CORRECTION OF ERRORS IN APPROPRIATION ACTS. 

change it, I am going to V"Ote against the amendment. The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the action of 
lir. SMOOT. Mr. President, I merely wish a minute before the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amendments of 

the rnte is taken upon the pending amendment. I am in receipt the Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 1) to correct 
of a telegram from New York, signed by the A.rperican Paper errors in the enrollment of certain nppropria.tion acts, appro100 
& Pulp Association, which I shall read to the Senate. It is as March 4, 1911, and requesting a conference with the Senate on 
follows : the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

NEW YonK, June 28, 19'11. Mr. W .ARB.Ei~. I move that the Senate insist upon its 
Hon. REED SMOOT, r. dm t di ed. t b th H f Re t t• Unite(/, states Senate, Washington, D. a.: I mnen en s, sagre o y e ouse o presen a ives, and 

Record of Senate debates shows opposition to Root amendment based agree to the conference asked for by the House, the conferees 
on entirely wrong assumptions. First. International Paper Co. does not on the part of the Senate to be appointed by the Chair. 
control paper prices or production. '.Produce less than 10 per cent of The motion was a!ITeed to· and the Vice President appointed 
a~l paper an~ only about 30 per cent of news print. Could not control . M. p 0 'd M F . 
situation if it tried to. Great injustice to destroy whole industry for Mr. WA.BREN, r. ERK.INS, an r. OSTER the conferees on the 
purpose of injuring International Co. Second, Tariff Board report part of the Senate. 
shO\YR over $5 excess cost producing print paper United States over 
Canada, due to cost of wood. Access to Canadian wood 1n no measure RECIPROCITY WITH CANADA. 
offsets this disadvantage, because transportation charges on Canadian 
wood to our mills amount to $5 per ton of paper, while transp-0rtation The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con­
charges to our markets on finished products practically equal from sideration of the bill (H. R. 4412) to promote reciprocal trade 
United States and Canada mills. Third, House amendment of original f 
agreement _giyes incentive to P.rovincial governments to remove pulp- relations with Canada, and or other purposes. 
wood restr1ct10ns only for benefit of Canadian mills and to continue The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
against exporting pulp wood. There are many ways of accomplishing amendment reported by the Committee on Finance. [Putting 
this result, renderin<P Honse provision absolutely ineffective. Root , 
amendment, giving all paper or none free entry, will be much greater the question.] By the sound the 'noes" appear to have it. 
inducement to remove all pulp-wood restrictions. Fourth, we again Mr. NELSON. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
affirm absolutely free competition exists, priees are reasonable, and de- Mr. L.A. FOLLETTE. Mr. President, upon what amendment 
nounce publishers' statements of combination and extortion as abso-lutely false. is the call made for the yeas and nays? 

AMERICAN PAPER & PuLP AssocaTION. The VICE PRESIDENT. The committee amendment to the 
Mr. President, as I stated, I have just received the telegram.. so-called reciprocity bill. Thirteen Senators haT"e seconded the 

The amendment is about to be yoted upon, and I simply wished request for the yeas and nays--
to read it to the Senate. Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I desire to be heard 

l\lr. STONE. May I a.sk thd Senator from whom the telegram I upon th~t amendment. 
which he has just read came? The VIOE PRESIDENT. The Senator shall be heard. 
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Mr. GALLINGER. Would it not be proper, Mr. President, 
to announce whether the demand for the yeas and nays was 
seconded? 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I rise to a parliamentary in­
quiry. I certainly understood, and I think others did, that 
we were voting on the question whether the request of the 
House for a conference on a certain measure should be com­
plied with. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will put the question 
again, then. . 

.i\f r. CLAPP. I did not understand the question. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question had been put on the 

measure coming over from the House, and the Chair announced 
the appointment of the conferees; but the Senator from Wis­
consin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE] desires to be heard now, and the 
Chair will wait until after the Senator has been heard before 
again putting the question on the amendment. 

.Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, before the vote is taken 
upon the amendment to the President's so-called reciprocity 
pact, proposed by the Senator from New York [Mr. RooT], I 
wish to submit some observations for the consideration of the 
Senate. 
. E'irst, as to the question of policy: What principle should 
govern in legislation concerning the supply of pulp wood? What 
principle should govern in legislation concerning the general 
subject of timber supply? 

I aver that, second only to our need for food, comes our need 
for timber. Without a sustained supply of timber adequate 
for its needs this Nation can not maintain its prosperity. With 
its forests stripped bare and no ·longer productive this country 
must face ·a condition which, in the last analysis, would en­
danger its very existence. 

The question of national timber supply is not one for the 
people of this country alone. It is really a world question. 
No one nation can solve it. It would be quite as futile for the 
United States alone to attempt the solution of this great world 
problem of maintaining a permanent supply of timber as for 
any one State of the Union to attempt such a solution on its 
own part, without regard to the country as a whole. As in the 
United States it is a national, not a State, problem, so in the 
case of the great powers it is a world, not a national, problem. 

A review of the essential facts regarding the consumption and 
production of timber in other countries, therefore, is important 
to a consideration of the general subject of forest conservation, 
and hence to a consideration of this amendment now before the 
Senate relating to the supply of pulp wood. I will present to 
the Senate a very brief, but, I think, valuable, survey of the 
.world's supply of timber. 

EUROPE. 

Europe both imports and exports more than 1,000,000,000 
cubic feet of wood yearly. The imports, however, exceed the 
exportSI by about 10 per cent. Since this excess of imports is 
made up chiefly by supplies from Canada and the United States, 
it has a very pronounced bearing upon the question now before 
the Senate. 

A brief summary of European conditions is as follows: 
First. The leading import countries-that is, Great Britain, 

Germany, France, Belgium, Switzerland, and so forth-are 
rapidly increasing the amount of their imports, and this increase 
is certain to continue. 

Second. Russia, Finland, and Sweden only of · the export 
counh·ies have increased their exports to great extent without 
encroaching on their timber capital. 

Third. Norway and Austria-Hungary are already overcutting 
their forests and will in all probability have to reduce their 
exports in the future. 

In -view of these facts and considering the rising prices of 
wood throughout the world, it is certain that any increase of 
wood exports from Russia, Finland, and Sweden will be 
eagerly competed for by Great Britain, France, and Germany, 
and also that there will be no surplus of any consequence for 
the United States, which is handicapped by its greater distance 
from the principal source of supply. 

Now, Mr. President, without taking, the time of the S.en~te to 
go into the detuils of the world's supply, I request pern11ss1on to 
haYe this summary printed in the RECORD without reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (l\Ir. PAGE in the chair). With­
out objection, the request is grunted. 

The matter ref erred to is as follows : 
AFRICA. 

Both North and South .Africa are importers of timber, and these 
Imports will increase with the incr.eased developmen~ ~f the c.ountry. 
The forests of central Africa are httle known, but it is certam tll;at 
their area is not so great as was once commonly supposed. Th.e chief 
species of commercial value in that section are hardwoods, which are 
expensive, and which have little bea~·ing on the question of the supply 
of common timber for use in the Umted States. 

ASIA, 

India the chief forest country of Asia, exports teak and some other 
valuabl~ woods, but it is necessary for it to imJ?ort structural timber. 
China is a wood-importing country, and its reqmrements will undoubt· 
edly take the most of any surplus that may come from eastern Siberia 
and Manchuria. If only structural timber is considered, Japan is a 
wood-importing country; but if all woods are considered, it is a wood­
exporting country. Japan can supply its own needs when all the for­
ests become accessible, but will probably not be able to export any 
saw-log timber. 

AUSTRALIA. 

Australia ls a wood-importing counh·y at . present, and it is J?-Ot 
likely that there will ever be much surplus tlIDber for export. With 
the exception of comparatively small quantities of hardwoods, the for­
ests of Hawaii can never become im{lortant in the timber trade of the 
world. The Philippines at present import much more timber than is 
exported. Eventually the native forests should supply the principal 
demands · of the home market with a considerable excess for exporta­
tion to near-by countries, such as China. The total stand of com­
mercial timber in the Philippines, however, is about enough to supply 
the total demand of the United States for two years ; hence the 
islands will never become an important factor in supplying our needs 
for wood. 

TROPICAL AND SOUTH AMERICA. 

Mexico, the West Indies, and Central America now import timber, not 
so much because they have none, but for the reason that their stands 
are at present inaccessible. It is probable that they will for some time 
continue to import the common sh·uctural timbers and will export valu­
able woods, such as mahogany and cedar. 

For many years South America will continue to export hardwood, dye­
wood, etc., n.nd to import lumber and construction material. When the 
great forests of the Andes and the interior are opened up, then they will 
supply the home market. Wood consumption will have so increased in 
South America by that time, however, and foaging and transportation 
will be so expensive because of the comparative inaccessibility of the 
forests that it is not reasonable to expect any considerable exportation 
of timber suitable for common uses in the United States. 

NORTH AMERICA. 

The total stand of timber in Alaska is probably no greater than twice 
the amount of lumber annually cut in the United States. The Alaskan 
industries require a considerable proportion of the output of the home 
forests, so little will remain for export to the United States. 

Canada is the only country from which the United States is import­
ing any considerable amount of timber. The total amount of standing 
timber in Canada however, is estimated at no more than one-quarter of 
that in the United States. The Canadian forests are already being cut 
and burned at least as- fast as they are growing. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The above facts show a steady increase 
in the wood consumption and imports of nearly all the leading 
countries. 'rhe tendency is strongly toward a greater cutting 
of timber by the wood-exporting countries to make up the in­
creasing deficit of the wood-importing countries. This policy, if 
continued, would lead to a universal shortage, with no surplus 
to draw upon. This condition will probably be prevented by 
better methods of forest management and a correspondingly in­
creased timber production. But it is entirely clear from the 
statements of authorities on the subject, of which the most 
important is the National Conservation Commission, that the 
world as a whole has no vast untapped source of timber supply 
to draw upon. It is· equally true, and that is the conclusion of 
the National Conservation Commission, that eventually the 
United States must grow the timber sufficient for her needs, or 
she must go without 

I know, Mr. President, the disposition in this practical age 
to brush aside all these forecasts and to consider only the needs 
of the hour. But I make my appeal to the Senate this after­
noon from considerations of broader statesmanship than that. 
We must not deceive ourselves by the belief that once the 
products of Canadian forests come free into the United Stat~s 
the problem of a sustained timber supply in this country will 
be solved. At present we get about 900,000,000 feet of lumber 
and 900,000 cords of pulp wood from Canada each year, or 2 
per cent of the lumber and 23 per cent of the pulp wood which 
we use. Canada has more spruce pulp wood than we have, 
but her standing saw timber is only about one-third of ours, or 
enough to supply our total demand at the present rate. for 
about 10 years, and that is all. Whether we have timber to 
meet our needs continuously will depend upon how we handle 
our own forests, and not upon the temporary supplies obtaina­
ble from other countries. Sooner or later, Senators, we must 
meet this responsibility. It is before us now. It can not be 
ignored. And with the problem of the wise handling of our 
forests comes also the problem of their ownership and control. 

But although Canada's supply of standing timber is far 
more limited than many persons suppose, among whom is the 
President of the United States, it is still sufficient to sup­
plement importantly for up to half a century the yield of the 
rapidly dwindling forests on this side of the line. 

The question immediately before . us, is whether it is in the 
best permanent interest of the American people to utilize Cana­
dian timber and pulp wood until their own forests have had 
time to grow again, or whether it is not. This question ·calls, 
first qf all, for consideration o:; the extent of om· forest re­
sources, of their ownership, of the extent of their use, and of the 
extent of their misuse. 
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Our prodigality in the use of the forests can scarcely be 

told in words. We have exploited them as if we believed 
them to be inexhaustible. We have stimulated our national 
appetite for wood until it is far the largest in the world. Our 
consumption of wood per capita is 260 cubic feet; that of Ger­
many is 37 cubic feet, and that of France, 25 cubic feet. 
Canada, which has 60 acres of forest per capita to our 6 acres, 
uses less than 200 cubic feet per capita. Our lavish use of the 
forest has made possible swift and huge development in home 
building, in industry, and in commerce, which otherwise could 
not have taken place. Not only our own country, but foreign 
countries as well have profited by our prodigality in the ex­
ploitation of our originally vast forest resources. 

We all understand that, Mr. President. I was born in a tim­
ber State. From my childhood I have watched the development 
of that State. I myself know how generally it was felt, a 
quarter of a century ago, that the people owed a great deal to 
the lumbermen. They seemed to be the State builders. The 
truth is they were destroying one of the great natural sources 
of the State's wealth. They were gathering immediate har­
vests, great fortunes, for themselves. They were conducting 
their lumbering operations without the slightest regard to the 
futur.e well-being of the Commonwealth. But prodigal as has 
been our use of the standing timber in the past, the chief reason 
for the present timber scarcity and for the far greater scarcity 
to come lies in our excessive waste of wood itself and of the 
forests which produce it. 

For many years you could not ride through northern Wis­
consin-and that State is typical of every pine-timber State­
without traversing great blackened and charred areas, which 
were burned over again and again, season after season. .An­
nually these fires swept through our forests, leaving in their 
wake enormous loss and ruin. 

Since 1870 forest fires have each year destroyed an average 
of $50,000,000 worth of timber. Not less than 50,000,000 acres 
of forest are burned over yearly. · 

I come from a State that has reason to take account of this 
devastation that comes to us like a blight, year after year, from 
the forest fires. I live on a little farm 3 miles from the capital 
of Wisconsin. Almost every summer-particularly in seasons 
of drouth-the clouds of smoke from fires in northern Wiscon­
sin, carried southward on the winds, are dense enough, even 
after traversing the entire length of that great State, to obscure 
my view of the capitol. -

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 

yield to the Senator from New Hampshire? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes, sir. 
l\Ir. GALLINGER. I am much interested in the Senator's 

discussion of this important question. I want to say to the 
Senator that a few years ago New Hampshire was obscured one 
beautiful summer day. We were in comparative darkness, and 
upon investigation it was determined that it was caused by the 
smoke from burning forests in the State of Wisconsin. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I have no doubt of that, Mr. President, 
for the great smoke cloud that sweeps down from the northern 
portion of Wisconsin when the forests are burning spreads its 
black pall not only over my own State, but drifts across the 
lakes to the east, and to the west and away to the south beyond 
the borders of Illinois. 

The young growth destroyed by fire is actually worth far 
more than even the merchantable timber burned. One-fourth 
of the standing timber is left in the woods or otherwise lost in 
logging. The loss in the mill is about one-third of the timber 
sawed. The loss in the mill product through careless seasoning 
and wasteful fitting for use is from one-seventh to one-fourth. 
An average of 320 feet of lumber is used for each thousand 
feet which stood in the forest. 
· We take from our forest each year, not counting the loss 
by fire, nearly three and one-half times their yearly growth. 
We take 40 cubic feet per acre for each 12 cubic feet grown. 

We invite by overtaxation the continued misuse of our 
forests. We should plant, to protect farms from wind and to 
make denuded or treeless lands productive, an area larger 
than that of Pennsylvania, Ohio, and West Virginia combined. 
But so far lands successfully planted with trees make a total 
area smaller than Rhode Island. .And year by year, through 
careless cutting and fires, we lower the capacity of existing 
forests to produce their like again or totally destroy them. 
These statements are vouched for by the National Conservation 
Commission, and are based upon the best information available 
regarding the production, use, and misuse of our forests. 

I see Senators about me who smile at this phase of my dis­
cussion. This is not unexpected. I presume that 40 years 
ago any voice that was lifted in protest against the great 

land grants made to railroads at that time provoked here 
and there over the Senate Chamber or in the House of Rep­
resentatives smiles of wearied tolerance. And yet to-day there 
is no man on this floor, or on the floor of the House, who 
does not regret that we were so lavish with the public land in 
our eagerness to have railroad lines builded across this west­
ern country. Mr. President, when we have passed away, Sena­
tors who will then have the places we now occupy will wonder 
why we did not interpose with legislation to prevent the waste 
and the devastation of our natural resources--particularly of 
our forests. 

The statements which I am presenting to the Senate this 
afternoon are supported by the highest authority based on ex­
pert investigation that is wholly disinterested. Of course, it is 
likely to be called by practical men-men who want to convert 
our natural resources into fortunes for themselves-chimerical 
and visionary, just, as I presume, the protests of some Senators 
and some Representatives of 40 years ago against the extrava­
gant grants made to railroads out of the public domain were 
ridiculed as carpings of reform. 

What I am offering to the consideration of the Senate will 
some day be regarded as worth while. These statements a1·e 
conservative statements, compiled from adequate data by 
trained, conservative men, who have no bias, no partisan feel­
ings, no selfish reasons to pervert the facts. They must be 
accepted as authoritative and as a basis for legislative action. 
They will be in some other generation, if not in this. 

The inevitable conclusion from all available facts is that we 
are using our forests up very rapidly. We have about 40 
years' supply of mature timber left. After it is gone we will 
inevitably suffer for timber to meet our needs until our forests 
have had time to grow again. Whether we escape actual timber 
famine depends directly upon how promptly and efficiently we 
apply to the management of our remaining forests the princi-
ples of practical forestry. . 

I do not think we are dependent on any reciprocal agree­
ment-above all, not upon the unjust, one-side\}, misnamed pact 
that we are now called upon to sanction with supine surrender 
of our prerogatives as legislators-to secure the necessary re­
enforcements to our timber reserves. Believing this, I purpose 
to offer, as a part of the tariff revision which will be sub­
mitted to the Senate before the fate of this bill is decided, 
amendments that will deal with this same question. I purpose to 
place before the Senate this very question of free print paper 
and pulp wood as a part of a plan of tariff revision. Then, if 
the Canadian Parliament shall reject-and no man knows 
whether it will accept or reject-this proposed agreement, we 
should still secure through the tariff provisions of the bill some 
measure of relief independent of the action of the Canadian 
Parliament on the so-called reciprocity provision. 

Mr. President, the vital question, and one which must be an­
swered in considering our relations with Canada in the inter­
change of forest products, is whether we may reasonably ex­
pect so prompt and thorough an application of forestry to the 
bulk of our forest lands in the United States that they will pro­
duce in time a supply sufficient for reasonable needs. The men 
upon whom we should depend for the care of our forests are the 
lumbermen, in whose hands are three-fourths of our forest area 
and four-fifths of all standing timber in the United States. 

Can we depend upon the lumbermen to log their holdings con­
servatively, to plant up denuded lands, to protect their forests 
from fire, and to put these measures into effect promptly, skill­
fully, and successfully? We can not. We need look only to the 
experience of Wisconsin to convince ourselves that we can not 
hope for any such foresightedness and patriotism. 

The lumbermen of Wisconsin went out tQ gather their for­
tunes quickly. They thought not of the future. What value 
would attach to the land after it was stripped of the trees was 
a matter they did not even consider. I know great lumbering 
companies in Wisconsin that were ready at any time to giVe to 
the State at a nominal price their cut-over lands. What they 
wanted was the magnificent white pine that covered each quar­
ter section, bought often at the low figure of $1.25 per acre. 
From each of these they gathered in sometimes as much as 
$10,000. What cared they for the future of that quarter sec­
tion? 

Mr. President, it is the experience of my own State that we 
can not depend upon the lumbermen for the future supply of 
timber. After they had swept the State clean they left behind 
them the debris and the refuse and slashings of the timber, 
which make forest fires an annual visitation. They prepared the 
way for the desb·uction of any further growth of timber. 

I say, and I say it with keen regret, from our experience in 
Wisconsin, we can not safely count upon the American lumber­
men in general for any _service in the direction of the cop.serva-



2520 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE .. JUNE 26; 

tion of oar forest supply for the future. For more than a decade 
the United States Forest Service has pursued a vigorous cam­
paign of education in forestry. It has offered the help of its 
trained men in the practical solution of forest problems con­
fronting the lumbermen. It has set to all private forest owners 
a splendid and a most instructive example in its efficient man­
agement and protection of the great national forests. 

To-day these forests stand as proof to the whole world. of the 
enormous public benefits to be had from the conservation by 
use of forest lands which are the property of the Nation. But 
ha -re American lumbermen in general profited by the Nation's 
example and by the opportunities for help and advice afforded 
them by the Government? I say, with deep regret, that they 
have not. To-day not more than 1 per cent of prinite forest 
lands in the United States are conservatively logged or ade­
quately protected from fire or handled in any imp01·tant respect 
with a view to the production of a second crop. I realize that 
the general lack of State cooperation in fire control and the 
genernlly excessive rates of taxation of forest lands ham in 
some measure retarded the practice of forestry by individual 
timber-land owners. But these unfavorable inflaenees fall far 
short of justifying the nearly complete failure of American 
lumbermen to reduce their present profits far enough to provide 
for a second crop of timber for the American people. 

Had American lumbermen done their duty, it would have been 
unnecessary ruld it would have been inadvisable to open America 
to free rough lumber and wood pulp from Canada. It would 
haTe been unnecessary, since had our forests been rightly mfill­
aged they would already be producing a sufficient supply for an 
our needs. It would have been inadTisable, because the influx 
of the Canadian supply will tend to still less care of our own 
forests through the assumption that now Canada's sources of 
supply are open to us we may safely disregard the conservation 
of our own. We are forced, therefore, to a step which would 
neYer have been necessary and which has been made necessary 
directly through the failure of American lumbermen to practice 
forestry. 

Free trade with Canada in forest products would replenish our 
own timber supply for a period sufficient to enable our own for­
ests to produce again. For that reason I believe that free trade 
in these products is in the best permanent interest of the Ameri­
can people. But the advantage gained through these reciprocal 
relations can be totally destroyed if they are permitted to further 
retard the practice of forestry in America. Many American lum­
bermen, if given their own way, will find in reciprocity an excuse 
for continued wasteful exploitation of forests in their hands. 
That danger, which has already been vigorously pointed out by 
American foresters, is one which we can not safely disregard. 
I believe its solution lies not merely in the education of .Ameri­
can lumbermen to the business advantages of practical forestry, 
but in legislation by the States and, if necessary, by the Nation, 
which will provide that American lumbermen conserve the 
great resource which they hold in trust, whether it .fits in with 
their individual plans to do so or whether it does not 

The spectacle of a great nation supinely awaiting the com­
plete destruction of her forests through the greed of a small 
group of corporations and individuals into whose hands they 
have fallen is little less than a national disgrace. I take 
the position that the private ownership of a great public 
resource is a public trust. I hold that American lumbermen 
should be given whatever help they are entitled to in applying 
conservative methods through the reduction of excessive rates 
of taxation and of excessive railroad rates for the transporta­
tion of timber. Bat I hold further that there must also come, 
and come soon, an honest and a united effort on the part of 
American lumbermen in genern.l to conserye the forests, upon 
whose productivity the industrial prosperity of this Nation in 
Jarge part depends. That which lumbermen should do and will 
not do in the public interest they should be made to do through 
legislation. It is in the best interest of the lumbermen them­
sel"ves thn.t they should give heed to the growing Tolume of 
public sentiment for forest conservation, aroused by the public­
spirited efforts and the teachings of men like Gifford Pinchot, 
before this sentiment finds expression in legislation which will 
be none the Jess seYere because the need for it is created by 
the selfishness and the shortsightedness of the lumbermen them­
selves. 

In the life of this Nation free lumber and pulp wood from 
Canada so far as a sustained supply of timber is concerned, 
is but ~ crust to a hungry man. It will stay the pangs of hun­
ger for a brief period, but it leaves the larger problem of square 
meals in the more distant future entirely unsolYed. 

In the last analysis, the permanen<!e of our wood supply will 
depend upon the methods employed by American lumbermen, 

who own nearly all the timber in the United States. So far 
these lumbermen, with a few notable exceptions, have lent a 
deaf ear to public sentiment for forest conservation, and their 
most vigorous efforts seem to have been given not to the forma· 
tion of policies and plans by which they might conserve the 
forests upon their holdings, bat to the concentration of a· 
dominant control of standing timber, steadily tending toward 
a central control of the lumber industry. 

We would do well to remember that before we are assured a 
sustained supply of timber we will have this central control 
to deal with along these two main lines: It must not be per· 
mitted to succeed in that artificial inflation of the prices of 
lamber, which is its paramount object; and it must be led, and 
if necessary it must be forced, so to handle forest lands in pri .. 
vate hands that their production of timber will be continuous. 
If reciprocity in forest products is permitted to interfere or to 
retard these measures, it will have done more harm than good. 

Mr. President, when the question of the duties upon print 
paper and pulp wood was before the Senate two years ago, when 
the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill was under consideration, the dis­
interested testimony then available upon the cost of production 
of print paper in this country and Canada appeared to establi~ 
a production cost of $1.80 per ton lower in the Canadian mills than 
in our mills. This testimony was obtained by the Mann com· 
mittee of the House of Representatives and by the investigations 
conducted under the direction of the Commissioner of Labor. 
The facts reported by the .Mann committee and by the Bureau 
of Labor were in substantial agreement, although, as I no\\ re­
member, the table of figures presented by the .Mann committee 
did not work out the ultimate averages which would show a 
difference in the labor cost in the production of paper in this 
country and Canada. 

I found it necessary at the time not only to supplement the 
work of the .Mann committee and the work of the Bureau o! 
Labor, but to take both the work of the Mann committee and 
Bureau of Labor and, upon those figures, to complete and har­
monize the work of the two. I remember very distinctly that as 
a result of that calculation, worked out with the aid of experts, 
a difference in the cost of each ton of print paper was found to 
be $1.80 per ton. 

It was also established upon facts presented two years ago 
that many o! the print-paper mills in the United States had ex­
hausted the supply of pulp wood in territory contiguous to such 
mills, and an investigation which I caused to be made disclosed 
that the average transportation charge for the raw material to 
produce a ton of paper would require a duty of $5 per ton in 
addition to the difference in the labor cost. I mean that a num­
ber of mills in my own State, for instance, had exhausted the 
supply of raw material in their immediate neighborhood, so that 
while the difference in producing a ton of paper in those mills 
and in the Canadian mills, outside of the transportation cost of 
the raw material, was $1.80, and fully covered by $2 a ton, still 
the transportation cost on the raw materin.l necessary to make 
a ton of print paper amounted substantially to $5, because the 
local fields of supply of the raw materin.1 had been exhausted 
and the nearest supply was so far away thn.t the transportation 
charge a.mounted . to the large sum of $5. 

Based upon the figures of the Mann committee and the Bureau 
of Labor the difference in the manufacturing cost per ton of print 
pa.per as between this country and Canada it appeared at that 
time would be covered by a duty of $2 per ton. The great bulk of 
the print-paper mills in the United States, like those of Canada, 
are located in close proximity to the supply of raw material 
required in its manufacture. But there are print-paper mills 
in the United States, such, for example, as those located in 
Wisconsin, so remote from the timber required for the manu­
facture of such paper, that the freight upon the pulp wood 
places such mills at an enormous disadvantage. Adding the 
average transportation charge on raw material to the cost of 
manufacture would require as to such mills a duty of at lea.st 
$7 per ton to measure the difference in the cost of production 
in competition with Canadian mills. It would be monstrous te 
contend for the application of the protective print!iple to offset 
transportation charges on raw material, a.mounting to at least 
two and one-half times the difference in the actual cost of 
manufacture. It would, of course, be po&Sible but grotesquely, 
absurd to place protective duties on tropical fruits high enough 
to insure hothouse production in North Dakota. No sound 
business principle would warrant estnbli£Jhment of an industry. 
so far from the source of supply that the transportation rate on 
the raw material would constitute from one-filth to one-sixth 
of the total cost of the finished product. No justification can 
be found for taxing the consumers of such finished product to 
pay for the artificial m.aintena~ce of industries so located. 
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Believing that $2 was necessary to -measure the legitimate that level which will be fairly protective, measured by the dif­

difference in the cost of production between this country and ference in the cost of labor and the cost of production between 
Canada I voted for such duty two years ago. Believing, fur- this and competing countries. I do not care how alluring the 
thermore, that it would be fair to the capital invested in print- offer of such rates of duty may be to the people of this country. 
paper mills which had exhausted the supply of raw material in I will do all in my power to secure justice to the newspaper pub­
contigaous territory, and were therefore compelled to pay Ushers, precisely as I will strive to secure justice for all the 
transportation charges for hauling their raw material over people who are the "Victims of overprotected industries. But 
longer and longer distances, to be still further protected tern- whateyer may he the consequences, I will not give my approval 
porarily while changing from the manufacture of print paper to this or any other scheme of legislation which sacrifices one 
to such other forms of paper manufacture as would not be class for the benefit of another. 
subjected to the excessive transportation charges on raw mate- While it is trne, on the face of the figures, that the average 
rial, I offered an amendment providing that the proposed rate cost of production of a ton of paper in the United States is 
of S4 per ton on print paper be continued for the lim\ted period more than $5 in excess of the average cost in Canada, I am not 
of two years. The amendment which I offered provided that prepared to subscribe to the doctrine that the people of the 
the rate be reduced to $2 per ton on and after the two-year United States are to be taxed in order to furnish protection-to 
period. This amendment was not adopted, but in conference what? To the real, honest, legitimate difference in the cost of 
the duty was :fixed at $3.75 as a permanent duty. Against this production? No; to the rankest kind of inefficiency. You can 
ns a permanent rate I cast my "Vote on the :final passage of the have protection so high in any country, and under any pro­
bill. tective-tariff system, as to deaden and destroy all incentive for 

Although the rate of $2 per ton seemed to me two years ago, efficient work. That is what we have had in this particular 
upon such facts as were then before the Senate, to be destruc- industry. We have been taught in the past that protection was 
ti"Ve of the industries in Wisconsin, I could not bring myself to justified as a measure for maintaining a higher standard of 
vote for a higher rate than that as a permanent rate. I was life, so important to the American workman and to society, and 
williI).g to "Vote for a $4 rate, provided it were limited to to that theory I still subscribe. If it can be shown that protec­
one year or two years, in which time the machinery used in tion on news-print paper is needed in order to maintain the higher 
print paper might be changed to manufacture other forms of cost of labor in up-to-date mills, as I believed two years ago and 
paper made from raw material nearer ·at band; l>ut I could as was demonstrated from the :figures submitted by the Mann 
not vote, Mr. President, fol' a permanent duty of $3.75 or $4 per committee and by the Bureau of Labor, I would be the last 
ton on print paper at that time. - man to Yote for the removal of such duties. 

One month ago the report of the Tariff Board relative to ·The figures submitted two years ago, Mr. President, were the 
pulp and news-print paper was submitted to Congress. It is best a rnilable. The .Mann committee had made its investigation, 
an interesting document; interesting because of the new dis- 1 had visited two or three mills in Canada and several mills in 
closures which it makes concerning the manufacture of print I this country. The Bureau of Labor had made its investigation, 
paper. in the United States and Canada; interesting because it I and tbm~e figures. were th~ best figures availa.ble at that time. 
both illuminates and obscures, upon a first reading, important They showed. a difference m labor cost of a little less than $2 
facts regarding this industry. It contains tables that one could per ton on prmt paper. They are not comparable to the investi­
almost believe were constructed to confuse, except for the fact gation which has been made by the Tariff Board. They are 
that a close study of the text enables the investigator with outclas ed in eyery respect. I am not citing a :figure here on 
much labor, ultimately to :find the truth. ' t.he statement of any prejudiced witness appearing before the 

It is, however, an important document, and is not only the Finance Coilllllittee; I am taking the figures sent us by the 
latest, but altogether the best conh·ibution which has been Tariff Bo::tr<l. It is an unbiased report, based upon expert in­
rnade to the subject of production cost of print paper in the vestigation. 
United States and Canada. Now, what does it show? On page 39 of the report of the 

Mr. President, I am going to tax the patience of the Senate board there is a table which gives the average cost of produc­
for a few minutes to present some facts which any Senator who tion in the United States as $32.88 and in Canada as $27.53. 
will take the time can uncover for himself, but I know how That looks as if there were $5 difference in favor of Canada. 
busy Senat.Drs are, and I am going to assume that not every It is misleading-I do not want to use any harsher te ·m­
Senator here has worked out in detail this report upon print and I want to suggest that back of that fact are many things 
i1aper. It is most illuminating, and, Mr. President, it occurs that should put the Senate on its inquiry. That is the most I 
to me to say that the re\elations which this report makes as to want to say now. 
the cost of manufacturing paper may throw a light'into many ob- In that table are also given the lowest and the highest costs 
scure places regarding all manufacturing industries, and may in the two countries. The lowest cost for the United States 
greatly aid us in seeking to do justice at this session between is shown to be $24.50, as against the lowest cost in Canada 
the manufacturers, on the one hand, and the consumers, the of $24.97; in other words, up-to-date mills in the United States, 
great public, on the other hand. according to the report of the Tariff Board, based upon :figmes 

The tables given by the report of the Tariff Board on the obtained direct from the books of the paper companies in the 
paper indush·ies of the United States and Canada show on United States and Canada, show a lower cost of production in 
their face a difference in favor of Canada amounting to nearly the United States as compared with Canada. What is more 
$5 per ton on print paper. Taking those tables as the guide- significant is the fact that the best American mills show a lower 
and I submit that that is where almost any man will turn to cost than the best Canadian mills, in spite of the higher cost of 
get his deductions of the investigations of any bureau or anv the ground wood pulp and tbe sulphite fiber, the two materials 
board-taking those tables as his guide, be would be driven to which go to make up news-print paper. 
the conclusion that we ought to have at least a :five-dollar duty As will be seen from the table which I am quoting, the cost 
to offset the difference in the cost of production from the stump of ground wood pulp per ton of paper in the best mills in the 
to the finished product of print paper between this country and United States is $8.26 as against $6.16 in Canada, a difference 
Canada. The representatives of the paper industry who ap. of $2.10 in favor of Canada. The cost of sulphite :fiber per 
peared before the Comniittee on Finance made the most of the ton of paper in the best mills of the United States is $6.45 as 
avernges as shown by these tables. compared with $5.28 in Canada, a difference of $1.17 per ton 

I ask Senators to follow me while I analyze this report. I in farnr of Canada. Thus, in spite of a difference of $3.27 in 
want to say at the outset that it shows we can manufacture . favor of the Canadian mills, the American mills come off with 
print paper on a common level with the people on the other side an advantage of 47 cents on the total cost of paper, making up 
of the Canadian border. I will demonstrate that fact by the re- for the high cost of materials by the lower cost of labor and 
port of the Tariff Board, upon which the administration relies other expenses. For, as will be seen from the sum total, the 
to sustain thii so-called reciprocity pact; and while I am arguing, cost of manufacturing labor, per ton of paper in the best mills 
for the time being, for free print paper and pulp wood, and pur- of the United States is $2.19 as against $2.72 in Canada, or a 
pose later to offer that as a tariff amendment, I do not want to be difference of 53 cents in favor of the United States; and the 
understood as being willing to secure that for the conEmuers of other costs, which include miscellaneous supplies, cost of ma· 
print paper at the expense of the great agricultural industry of chinery, and sundry expenses, are $4.63 in the United States as 
this country. That is not just; it is not right. I do not care against $6.31 in Canada, a difference of $1.68 in favor of the 
whether or not it is popular; I do not care whether or not it gives United States. 
a man the support of all the newspaper press of the country; it The higher cost of ground and sulphite pulp is clearly due to 
will not have my support. It is not right; it is not just; and I the high cost of wood in this country. However, while it can 
will stand for no legislation that is not just to each and every not be disputed that the market price of wood in this country 
elass, \vhether it be the producer, the manufacturer, or the con- is higher than in Canada, it is well to clear our minds as to the 
sumer. For myself, I will not s3:nction duties which go below cause of it. If it were due to the higher cost of labor engaged 
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in cutting down the trees and hauling the logs, there would be 
no question as to the justification of a protective duty on wood. 
But this is not the case and can not be maintained by anyone. 
The difference is due solely to the higher stumpage yalue placed 
upon timber by American owners of woodlands. They are able 
to maintain that higher price partly because of the rapid ex­
termination of our forests and still more because of the tre­
mendous concentration of ownership in a few hands. 

That is why I tax the patience of the Seria.te this afternoon 
to deal with this great question of timber supply. It might have 
seemed an abstract and unrelated subject, but I think Senators 
will now see its pertinence. The findings of the Bureau of Cor­
porations, recently made public, show to what an appalling ex­
tent the ownership of our forests is becoming monopolized in 
this country. 

.Ur. BROWN. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 

yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do ; certainly. 
Mr. BROWN. Will the Senator permit me to call his atten­

tfon to the fact that the International Paper Co. itself in its 
telegram to the chairman of the Committee on Finance stated 
that it could compete with Canada in the production of paper, 
except for the difference in the cost of wood, as stated by the 
Senator? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am aware of that fact, and I thank 
the Senator for citing it right at this point. Are we justi­
tled, Mr. President-and I am coming now to a brief discussion 
of the subject raised by the interrogatory of the Senator from 
Nebraska-are we justified in imposing duties to protect the 
monopoly value placed upon stumpage by the Lumber Trust? 

But even · the higher cost of wood in this country is only 
fictitious in a Huge number of cases. Let me quote from the 
report of the Tariff Board. On page 43, discussing wood profit 
and stumpage in ground wood pulp, the report says: 

Most of the manufacturers of pulp and paper­
Mind you, not some, but "most"-

have protected their supply of raw material by more or less extensive 
investments in woodlands. As a rule the woodland account is credited 
with a " stumpage," or price per cord for the standing tree3, in the 
price charged to the pulp mills. 

I want to tell you, Senators, that it is pretty difficult to find 
out from these gentlemen what it costs them to make print 
paper. An investigation which those conducting it may feel to 

, be thoroughgoing might lead to the conclusion that the paper 
manufacturers of the United States were actually losing money. 
I am not saying, Mr. President, that it did in this particular 
case. 

And then, after beating back and forth oYer the ground, thor­
oughgoing investigators might find concealed here and there, 
between the print-paper factory and the timber on the stump, 
ntrious holding companies-all of them subsidiaries of the 
paper company-selling their timber to the paper company and 
taking out immense profits, really the profits of the paper com­
pany, but on the books appearing to be the profits of somebody 
else, leaving the paper company in a manufacturing business 
that was showing on its fa.ce a loss. 

Mr. President, a careful study of this report of the Tariff 
Board will repay any Senator. And I am inclined to believe it 
will be helpful to us in dealing with every single schedule of the 
tariff. 

The Tariff Board has really very little power. It has to 
proceed on favor. But if a thoroughgoing investigation of the 
other tariff schedules is a.s illuminating as this, I believe we 
will be able to do a mighty service for the consumers of this 
country when we come to a thoroughgoing revision of the ta.rift:. 

I think the legislation which created the Tariff Board re­
quires revision. The Tariff Board should be gtren real powers. 
It should have the power to go into a factory, summon wit­
nesses, and to make them show their books, produce papers, 
and require them to testify on oath. It has to go in now ap­
pealingly and get by favor whatever is given to it. And in 
some industries, I think, it has already experienced great diffi. 
culty in getting the facts; it has found the doors barred and 
the books locked up. In this particular industry I think it had 
access to most of the facts. Possibly the device of these hold­
ing companies led these paper manufacturers to believe that 
they could invite the examination of the Tariff Board without 
serious risk. But they err«! in their calculation. 

Listen to this. I repeat what the Tariff Board reports: 
Most ot the manufacturers of pulp and papers have protected their 

supply of raw material by more or less extensive investments in wood­
lands. As a rule, the woodland account is credited with a "stumpage" 
or price per cord for the standing trees in the price charged to the 
pulp mills. 

In other words, the paper company which owns the wood 
charges itself with a higher price for its own wood than it 
really costs. It is taking the money out of its right pocket 
and putting it in its left 

Stumpnge-
Continues the repcrt-

was charged into the cost of the wood that produced 572,561 out of the 
72~,254 tons of ground wood pulp covered by the report. In other 
·words, 78.9 per cent of the ground wood pulp carried a stumpage 
profit. The lowest stumpage cost per ton of ground wood pulp was 
51 cents on 6,003 tons of pulp ; the highest stumpage cost was $2.48 
on 381409 tons ; the average stumpage on the 572,561 tons which car­
ried smmpage cost was $1.16 per ton. 

In other words, here we ha rn $1.16 included in the a \erage 
cost of pulp and ultimately of paper into which pulp enters as 
raw material, in the United States, which has no business to be 
there. While the board clearly points it out in its comments, 
which I have just quoted, it does not attempt to eliminn.te it 
from the cost figure as it appears in the table, so that the latter 
taken by itself is misleading. 

Why were the tables made up in that way? It is unfortu­
nate, since .most people are apt to take the figures as they ap­
pear in the final tables, having neither time nor patience to 
read the 180 pages of text. But this is not the only source 
which goes to swell the apparently higher cost of wood, there­
fore, of pulp and paper in this country. For not only do most 
of the paper companies charge themselves with a stumpage on 
the wood owned by themselves, but a great many of them also 
add a profit on the woodland operations as such. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President--
The VICEJ PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 

yield to the Senator from Missouri? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do. 
Mr. REED. In connection with the remarks the Senator 

has just made regarding the misleading character of the tnbles 
to which he is giving special referen<!e, I desire to call his 
attention to the fact that certnin tables regarding the cost of 
farm labor in the Dominion of Canada were so made up that 
when the Senator from Missouri [Mr. STONE] spoke of th~, 
and showed that they did not contfiln a proper comparison with 
American wages, th€ figures were so misleading on their face 
that when the tables were examined by two other Seruitors 
they arrived at the same conclusion that the Senator from Mis· 
souri had, although an explanation was aft€rwards furnished. 
I simply cite it because it is cumulative along the line the 
Senator is discussing. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTEJ. .Mr. President, I do not mean to be 
understood as imputing to the Tariff Board as a whole any con­
struction of tables or any reports made to this body calculated 
to mislead. That is as far as I run going with my qualification. 

Ur. GALLINGER. Mr. President--
The VICE ·PRESIDENT. Does the Sena.tor from Wisconsin 

yield to the Senator from New Hampshire? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do. 
Mr. GALLINGER. Through the courtesy of the Senator, I 

desire to put into the RECORD a correction of the statement 
made by the Senator from Missouri. 

It will be remembered that there w:is a question as to the 
wages paid in Canada and in the United States, and two Sen· 
ators did agree with the senior Senator from .Missouri [.Mr. 
STONE] that there was a mistake in the tables. But after­
wards it was ascertained that there was not a mistake, and it 
was so stated to the Senate. 

Mr. REED. I so stated. T.he tables as they were made up 
were so involved and so confusing a.s to deceive not only the 
Senator from Missouri, but two otller Senators who ex..1mined 
them. After some days of labor they arrived at a solution. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Not only do most of the paper com­
panies charge themselYes with a stumpage on the wood owned 
by themselrns, but a great many of them also add a profit on 
the woodland operations as such. 

That is-
Says the report-

a profit on the cost of getting the wood from the forests to the mill. 
Of the 725 254 tons of ground wood pulp covered bY. the schedules 
secured, 494 689 tons, or G8.2 per cent. carried a profi~ cost on wood­
lands operation over and above stumpage. The highest profit so ch::irged 
was $1.00 per ton of pulp. • • * The lowest wns 12 cents. • °' • 
The average profit cost carried by the entire 494,689 tons affected was 
$1.10 per ton. 

Here, then, according to the statement of the Tariff Board, 
which went carefully into the subject, we have two fictitious 
charges included in the cost of pa.per, nn.mely, $1.16 per ton of 
pulp for stumpage and $1.10 yer ton of pulp for profit, or a total 
of $2.26 for each ton of pulp on the wood owned by the com­
panies. 
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The mills resort to the same procedure in connection with 

their sulphite or chemical pulp. The board, in its report, says 
that-

'.l'he a>erage stumpage was $2.13 per ton of sulphite pulp, the range 
being from 09 cents as the lowest to $4.93 for. the highest. 

In addition to th::tt there was the--

by the board, shows an average output of 32.4 tons per . machine, 
or higher than the Canadian average, while Group B, compris­
ing 44 per cent of the American machines under investigation, 
shows an average of only 22.2 tons-almost 30 per cent poorer 
than the Canadian average and nearly 45 per cent below the 
average output of the five best mills in the United States, which 

profit on woodland operations • • • the average 
• * * being $2.14 per ton. 

of such p.rofit was 40 tons per machine per day. 
In other words, it is Group B, comprising the old junk outfit 

Profi t here--
Says the board, on page 44 of its report-

, .among which the Paper Trust holds the place of honor, that 
pulls down the figure of average efficiency of American mills 
and makes the average cost of production of paper in this coun­
try appear so much higher than in Canada. But the mills 
which prefer to invest their capital in up-to-date equipment 
rather than in greedily buying up all the visible forest supplies 
for speculative purposes and keeping competitors out of the 
business-these mills make a showing which leaves Canada far 
behind. 

must be understood to mean not only profit above stumpage on lands 
owned by the paper company or a subsidlary, but also the profits on a 
large amount of wood bought in the open market, either by the firm 
direct or more often by a subsidiary company, and resold to the parent 
company or to the pulQ mill at a profit on the original purchase price. 

And it is upon these fictitiously high costs that the paper 
companies have the hardihood to demand a protective duty. 

As I have just shown, the figures of the board for the best 
mills in the United States and Canada show a lower labor cost 
per ton of product in the United States. '11his is not due to the 
fact that wages are lower in the United States than in Canada, 
although thab is likewise true in individual instances, as shown 
in the report of the board, but is principally due to the greater 
e~ciency of American management in the best mills and the 
fact that Canadians must obtain their machinery and a great 
part of their supplies from the United States and pay a ducy 
when importing these into Canada. 

Says the. Ta.riff' Board, on page 55 of its report, on the sub­
ject of efficiency of labor in Canada, and I invite the close atten­
tion of .Senators to this~ 

Canadian paper and pulp mills are equipped, as a rule, with the 
latest and most improved machines made by American manufacturers 
in the United States. 

The general managers and su12erintendents are for the most part 
AmeTicans of wide experience. Those who are Canadians by birth 
are men who, like the Americans, have had long year.s of training in 
American paper and llWP mills. The skilled men, the machine tenders, 
and othe.r hands who operate the paper machines are as a. rule Ameri­
cans brought from the 'United States for the purpose. 

And it is acknowledged on all sides. that these men must be offered 
inducements in the shape of higher wages before they are willing to 
leave their country for Canada. ' 

Why, then, it may be asked, does the average cost appear to 
be higher in the United States? The reason for that is that 
the industry being older in this country than in Canada, we 
are blessed with a large number of old, backward concerns, 
with antiquated machinery, resulting in higher costs. 

Again let me quote the Tariff Board in support of my asser­
tion : Tab.le 18, on page 53 of the report of the Tariff Board 
brings out this point very clearly by means of figures. Th~ 
last line in the table shows that eyery mill in Canada was 
equipped with. machines of American manufacture.. That means 
not only that Canadian manufacturers must necessarily pay 
more for their machines on account of the freight and the 
Canadian duties on American machinery, but it also means 
that if a large proportion of American mills show a lower effi­
ciency it is not due to any superior advantage possessed by the 
Canadians, but the- failure of American manufacturers to equip 
themselves with American-made machines~ 

It would be an error to assume that the owners of these anti­
quated mills belong to a class of small but independent manu­
facturers in straitened financial circumstances. 

The great International Paper Co., popularly known as the 
Paper Trust, controlling about a third of the total output of 
news-print paper in the country, has failed, according to state­
ments that have never been denied by it, to equip most of the 
mills it took over at the time of · consolidation with modern 
machinery, preferring to invest its capital in woodlands in this 
country and Canada which it will not be in a position to utilize 
for generations to come, and which it proceeded to acquire for 
purely speculative purposes. The Fina.nee Committee gave that 
company an opportunity to disprove these statements, but, for 
reasons best known to itself, it declined to take into its confi­
dence the very committee of which it demands a continuance of 
these favors. A tariff imposed under such conditions is a bounty 
to land .speculators, and not a measure of protection to manu­
facturers. · 

Just what this up-to-date machinery means can be gleaned 
from Table 18, on page 53, to which I have just referred. Under 
the head "Capacity of machines" it shows that the average 
capacity of a machine in Canada is 31 tons of paper in 24 
hours, while in the United States it is only 21'.8 tons. How is 
that to be accounted for, in view of the fact that Canadian 
mills are dependent on the United States for their machinery 
as well as for the- skilled labor required to operate them? The 
answer is found in the figures printed in the same line of the 
table- from which I am quoting. Group A., comprising 56· per 
cent of the machines used by the American mills investigated 

The same is true of all the other features which go to make 
for higher or lower efficiency. Thus in the matter of speed of 
machines, which determines the length of the roll of pa.per 
turned out by a machine per minute, we find the average for 
all mills in Car.ada investigated to be 480, while for the United 
States it is only 465.6 feet. But this lower American a"\'"erage 
is again caused by the low figure of 422.7 feet of Group B) which 
group shows an average of 499.3, and Group C as high as 537 
feet. While 68.7 per cent of all the Canadian machines showed 
a speed of over 500 feet per minute, the per cent of American 
machines of an equal speed was only 38.1, and yet we make the 
machines for both countries. The explanation of this is very 
simple. Only the la.test machines are made to work at a speed 
exceeding 500 feet. Those with a lower speed belong to an 
earlier period and should be discarded by every news-print paper 
mill which expects to do business without a subvention from 
Uncle Sam at the expense of . consumers. The five best mills 
in the United States, comprising Group C, show th_at 90.9 per 
cent of their machines are of modern construction-that is to 
say, with a speed exceeding 500 feet per minute. 

The same comments are suggested by the figures relating to 
width of rolls. The- width of the roll, in conjunction with the 
speed of the machine, determines its output, for the wider the 
roll of paper which the machine can hold and the faster the 
revolution of the machine th.e greater its output of paper. 

Mr. Pre.s.ident, if Senators who believe in protection as I 
believe in protection, based upon principle, have followed me, 
they should see in this report on one of the great industries of 
this country a grave menace to the whole protective -system. 
You can not maintain, sir, in this free country for any length 
of time any system that does injustice to the great majority 
of -the people. I believe in a measure of protection that equal­
izes the difference between the labor cost in this and foreign 
competing countries, but when you make that protection such 
that you deaden all incentive for improvement, when you raise 
that tariff wall and exclude- foreign competition so that men 
may rest on their oars because they control the market and c:an 
charge what they please,. when, in this era of combination, com-­
petition between different manufacturers of the same product 
has. been annulled and wiped out and destroyed, then, sir, you 
have defeated the purpose of protection, and you are undermin­
ing and destroying our industrial structure. 

Mr. President, I will be for free trade the moment the condi­
tions surrounding labor in this country and the competing 
countries of the world are in perfect equilibrium. I would 
rather see the revenues necessary for the maintenance of gov­
ernment derived by direct tax-the tax upon incomes and the 
internal-revenue taxes that lay the burden where it can most 
easily and most equitably be borne. 

I stand, sir, and have always stood, for u tariff that will 
measure ·the difference, where there is a differen"Ce, between _ 
the cost of production in this and the competing countries. 

1\Iy reason for that I can state in a word. The lives of the 
toilers are as completely built into the structure of this Gove.rn­
ment as are the lives of the men of gl'eat wealth. And, Mr. 
President, I am for a system that will make it possible for 
them and their children to ha l"e equality of opportunity with 
the man of greatest wealth in this co1mtry. 

Labor, sir, lives at the level. Its condition is determined 
practically by the cost of that which it produces. I believe 
there is a difference in the conditions surrounding labor in this 
country and in the competing country. I believe the standard 
of living of labor here is higher and better than in competing 
countries: I believe that this difference. should be measured 
by the tariff. If the products of the labor of the foreign com­
peting countries come into this country at a lower level because 
their standards of- living are at a. lower level than in ours, then 
unless it is. met by a tariff that measures the difference it will 
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inevitably bring the labor of this country to that level or it 
will displace and take away the market from our labor. 

'J:here is no escape from that. It is recognized by a statute, 
to which Democrats and Republicans alike snbsc1ibed, provid­
ing that no manufacturer and no employer of labor shall be 
permitted to go abrond and employ labor at the price that labor 
earns abroad. If you will not permit the labor to be performed 
in this country at the foreign wage level-at the low price paid 
in other lands for the flesh and blood and bone and muscle that 
enter jnto production-then you have, let me say to Democrats 
here, no warrant or justification for bringing in freely the 
product of that labor. 

So I urn in favor of a duty that will 1:ecognize the difference 
between the conditions of foreign and American labor. It is in 
the homes of the laborers that we find the men who are to de­
termine the destiny and the future of this country. I would 
not see their opportunities lessened or diminished or restricted 
so that they can not equip their children for the higher duties 
of citizenship which must be exercised by the people of a 
republic. 

I am going to appeal later to Senators upon both sides of this 
Chamber to join with me and with other Senators upon both 
sides in adopting amendments as a part of this so-called reci­
procity bill, this bill which immolates agriculture as a sacrifice 
for the benefit of packers and millers and the great publishing 
interests. There is no justification for legislation that confers 
its benefits on a smnll class, not entitled to such benefits, at the 
sacrifice of 33,000,000 of people of this country. And we can 
not justify our failure to improve the opportunity now afforded 
UR to send up to the President of the United States a measure 
'Yhich, if he wants this reciprocity proposition, shall carry 
with it tariff reductions that will lift from the bended backs 
of the people of this country a large part of the burden they are 
now forced to carry in the form of flagrantly excessive duties 
which I shall show, before the debate is ended upon this bill, 
have increased enormously under the Aldrich tariff bill, in some 
iDstances more than 100 per cent. 

Let me suggest to Senators to be in no haste. This matter is 
going to be discussed until the people know what a great burden 
they a re carrying. They are going to understand that there is 
now an opportunity to get rid of at least a portion of it. You 
can not play politics here unknown to the people. They will 
understand if, for the sake of projecting the tariff question into 
the next presidential campaign, Senators are willing to let them 
struggle on under this excessive burden for one year or two, 
or-who knows, it may be ten years. 

Mr. President, I would save the protective principle. I belieye 
in it. I was a member of the committee that made the Mc­
Kinley bill. At that time the duties were placed very high. It 
did not make so much difference then. Why? Because, while 
there was still competition between manufactures, the tariff 
was maintained on the theory I have already suggested-the 
original theory of the men who believed in protection from 
Alexander Hamilton down to McKinley. It was their belief 
that no matter what the difference, no matter how high the 
duties, if they measured more than the difference in the cost of 
production between this and competing countries, the free com­
petition between domestic manufacturers would keep down 
prices and save the American people from the extortion of 
monopolies. 

That is what Hamilton said. Nobody has shed any further 
light on that question since he reasoned it out. I do not believe 
a new argument has ever been made on the protective theory 
since Hamilton's time. 

But, Mr. President, when the McKinley bill was enacted there 
was scarcely a trust or combination in this country. Only three 
or four can date back of that period-the Standard Oil, the 
Anthracite Coal Combine, and the Sugar Trust. 

But, Mr. President, following the enactment of the Wilson 
~ill and the period of depression that succeeded, there came the 
<!nactment of the Dingley law in 1897, raising the duties to give 
to our producers the American market. It is not necessary for 
me to pa use this afternoon to analyze the reasons back of it, 
but within three years following the enactment of the Ding1ey 
law more than $3,000;000,000 of capital was consolidated into 
combinations and trusts. Following that, from lCOO down to 
1909, when we enacted the Payne-Aldrich law, we had increased 
until more than $30,000,000,000 of all the wealth of this country 
invested in manufacturing had been gathered into trusts and 
combinations, eliminating competition and enabling the organ­
ized combinations to fix prices as they pleased. So that feature 
of the protective tariff system, upon which Hamilton and Blaine 
and 1\IcKinley and the others had builded their argument-com­
petition among domestic industries-had disappeared. The men 
who ·were given the American market behind the ·duties of the 

Dingley law joined together in great combinations and destroyed 
competition. They could at their own free will put prices to the 
very top of the tariff wall. There was nothing to prevent it. 
That marks the beginning of the era of high prices which to-day 
bear so heavily upon the people of this country. 

Mr. President, when we came to the making of the tariff 
of 1909, as I said to the Senate at that time, we were revis­
ing tariff duties under conditions such as had never before 
existed in this country. That corollary of protection, which 
Hamilton and Clay and Blaine and :McKinley had said would 
save the American people from monopoly-competition between 
the protected industries-had been wiped out by consolida­
tion, agreement, and combination. All competition had been 
destroyed. We faced a new problem. It was vital that we 
should make the tariff cover just the difference in the cost 
of production at home and abroad, because there was no compe­
tition here to saye the consumer from excessive prices if the 
rate was made higher than this difference. That was the basis 
of the struggle upon this floor, led by the progressives. 

Mr. President, the criticism that is being directed toward 
some progressiyes because they do Bot approve of this so-called 
reciprocity agreement, constructed along free-trade lines, I 
think, arises from a misunderstanding of the true position of 
the progressives at that time. They did not abandon the pro­
tective principle. They did not stand for free trade. They 
voted against reduction of duties again and again whenever the 
proposed reduction was, as they believed, below the difference 
in the cost of production at home and abroad. 

So, Mr. President, I say that we stand to-day just where we 
stood at that time. I have made this digression for the pur­
pose of emphasizing that now. Upon this paper proposition 
we are appealing for the application of exactly that principle. 
Although it appeared two years ago that a $2 rate measured 
the difference in the cost of production, it is nevertheless shown 
to-day by the most thorough investigation ever made that we 
can manufacture paper more cheaply than Canada whenever 
our mills are properly equipped. 

So, Mr. President, for my own part, I shall support an 
amendment to give to the users of print paper the free impor­
tation of that product. But I contend, Mr. President, that they 
are not fairly entitled to that relief at the expense of any 
other great industry or any other great class in · this country. 
I have been sorely disappointed that the great newspapers of 
America, controlled by a blind desire to escape the oppre~sion 
of au unjust combination, have seized upon this opportunity 
to join with the packers, the railroads, the millers, and other 
interests to sacrifice agriculture in order that they may have 
a cheaper product. 

It is in testimony, Mr. President, that they arc losing to the 
Paper Trust that controls prices something like $0,000,000 per 
year; that if they were given the benefit of free print paper 
they would be able to make a saving in their purchase of priut­
paper supplies that in the aggregate would amount substantially 
to that la.i·ge sum. That is a great temptation, I concede; but, 
Mr. President, the responsibility of the .American newspaper is 
so great, its mission so important to popular government, that 
it should ever resist a desire to publish misleading statements. 
It should at all times lift itself above the sordid temptation of 
using its columns to increase its own financial gain. 

It is in testimony before the Committee on Finance that the 
newspapers ha Ye suppressed the news; that they were instructed 
by the president of the Publishers' Association to report fully 
the proreciprocity side of all news matter. I think, .Mr. Presi­
dent, that is the blackest page in the newspaper history of the 
United States. I deeply regret that it has become a part of 
the hi.story of this legislation; but, Mr. President, it is a stub­
born fact. 

There is no man who followed the hearings ·before the Com­
mittee on Finance who does not know that those who made 
their statements in favor of the President's Canadian pact 
were gi"ren very liberal space, were given very prominent po­
sition, were exploited u~der striking headlines in the news­
papers of the country. But when the agricultural intere ts 
of the country came before the Committee on Finance, demon­
strating the gross injustice, the great wrong, and the tremendous 
injury to agriculture that must result from this pact, notwith­
standing the fact that from an economic viewpoint it was the 
most important testimony taken by the Committee on Finance, 
it found but meager space in the reports of our great news­
papers. 

Mr. President, I can not express the great regret and mortifi­
cation I feel that such a record of betrayal of public trust on 
the part of the newspapers of America must go down in history. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President--
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 

yield to the Senator from Missouri? 
Mr. LA FOI,LETTE. I do. 
Mr. STONE. .I have no commission to represent the news­

papers, and I suppose I would be among the last men in public 
life who would be selected by the newspapers to represent them. 
I have not been a favorite among them, and I interrupt ·the 
Senator not to defend the newspapers, but because I think his 
statement is not quite justified by the facts. It was charged 
that the Associated Press, for example, had given great space 
to proreciprocity literatui·e and to the proreciprocity contention, 
which the newspapers had greedily accepted and widely ex­
ploited. The facts as developed show, as I understand, that far 
more space was given to the antireciprocity propaganda by the 
Associated Press, and by the newspapers generally, than was 
given by either one or the other in favor of reciprocity. I wish 
simply to put that statement, as representing my judgment of 
the facts, against the statement made by the Senator from Wis­
consin, as representing his opinion of the facts, so that his state­
ment may not go unchallenged to the country. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Well, Mr. President, there is better evi­
dence than the statement either of t.he Senator from Missouri 
or myself upon this subject, and I think it will be furnished 
before the debate on this bill is concluded. I will not take 
the time of the Senate to go into it more fully tha:n ·to say that 
I think probably every member of the Committee on Finance 
who followed the reports of the newspapers at the time of the 
hearings would not agree with the Senator from Missouri. 

I return, Mr. President, after a very wide digression, for 
which I apologize to the Senate, to conclude what I have to 
say in reference to the report of the Tariff Board upon the 
paper industry. 

Finally, the figures showing the number of years machines 
have been installed con.firm the conclusions I have just stated. 
While only 6.2 per cent of all the machines in t.he Canadian mills 
reporting have been installed for a period of 15 to 30 years, the 
percentage of the ancient outfit in the United States was 34.7 
per cent When I used the word "junk" earlier in my remarks, 
I did so advisedly. .A machine which is kept in a mill for 30 
year in this age of rapid improvements is fit only for the scrap 
pile. It is unfortunat:e that the Tariff Board failed to give 
Congress tbe full benefit of the information it has obtained, by 
separating the 30-year-old machines from th-0se only 15 years 
of age, instead of lumping them together. 

I undertake to say that it would be clear to any Senator upon 
a study of this report that the Tariff Board has that informa­
tion. They should have given it to Congress and the country. 
It is important to any body of men who are to take the re­
sponsibility of . fixing tariff duties. I say this, Mr. President, 
because I hope that it will serve a good purpose. I believe in a 
tariff commission. I regret that the present board is so limited 
in its powers, but whatever it.s scope, its usefulness to Congress 
and to the country still depends upon the character of its work. 
·For one I will never permit an opportunity to pass which calls 
for any suggestion or criticism tending to make more useful for 
the future the work of such a board or commission, because I 
believe that the protective system depends for its continued 
existence upon a scientific adjustment of tariff duties, based 
upon the accm·ately ascertained difference in the labor -cost 
between this and competing countries. If that investigation 
shows that there is no difference in the labor cost, then there 
should be a leveling -0f schedules to meet that condition. If, on 
the other hand, there is a difference, and it is determined scien­
tifica.Ily, there should be an adjustment of the duties, up or 
0.own, in exact accordance with that difference. I repeat, it is 
.to be regretted t.hat the Tariff Boa.rd failed in its tables to sepa­
rate the 80-year-old machines from those only 15 years of age, 
thus confusing and obscuring the real facts and impairing in 
some measure at least the value of its work. 

The schedules reproduced in its report indicate that the in­
.vestigators obtained the age of every machine in the mills inves­
tigated. Wit.hout violating the secrets of individual mills the 
board could have complied the ages of the machines by groups of 
10 years, say, so that we could tell more accurately the age and 
'distribution of machinery in the paper industry of the United 
States. But even the meager light thrown on the subject by 
the board is sufficient to show that something is rotten in this 
mdustry. 

Says the Tariff Board on page 52 of its report : 
Labor emclency and labor cost per ton o.t product are almost entirely 

aependent upon equipment. 

Analyzing the cost of paper turned out by 14 machines in 
three typlca.l plants in this country the report shows that the 
labor cost in these three plari.ts is as low as 82 cents per · ton 

on one machine and as high as $1.84 on another, or over 124 
per cent in excess of the lowest cost. 

It is the difference between this new equipment and Wgher labor 
efficiency and lower cost- • 

Says the Tariff Board report-
or, on the contrary, old and slow machines and high costs, that spell 
profit or loss in the paper business. . 

Without wearying the Senate with fnrth~r details,. I trust 
I am justified in believing that I have cited enough figures, 
taken from the books· of the companies by a Government board, 
to prove that an assertion that it costs more to produce print 
paper in this country than in Canada is a myth. The report of the 
Tariff Board conclusively establishes that such is not the general 
is not due to the higher cost of labor in this country, but ex­
clusively to the failure on the part of paper manufacturers to 
equip their mills with up-to-date machinery. To advocate a 
protective duty under . such conditions is equivalent to asking 
for encouragement from the Government of inefficiency and 
sloth at the expense of the people. When it is borne in mind 
that the inefficiency has been due, for the most part, not ·to 
lack of capital but to greed, which has caused the capital to be 
taken from its proper field of application and put to speeulative 
uses of a most objectionable if not criminal character, the hardi­
hood of the speculators clamoring for protection is truly re­
ma.rka.ble. To that kind of protection I for one will not 
subscribe. 

Mr. President, the friends of the Canadian pact seem to be 
very much in conflict as to the meaning of. the Root amendment. 

The Senator from New York, an ardent supporter of the bill, 
declu.res that his amendment harmonizes the bill with the agree­
ment and ought for every reason to pass. He is for this bill as 
a whole. 

The President opposes the Root amendment as hostile to the 
pro-visions of the bill to which it relates. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LoDGE], whose zealous 
advocacy of this so-called reciprocity measure is well under­
stood, advocates the adoption of the Root amendment as vitally 
important. 

Representative MANN, former chairman of the committee 
which investigated t.he manufacture of print paper in Canada 
and the United States., asserts that he drew t.he provisions which 
appear in the Cu.nadian pact on this subject, and that the Root 
amendment is in eonfiict with the agreement, and will, if 
adopted, destroy all opportunity to secure the admission of free 
print paper from Canada into the United States. 

1\fr. President, I am opposed to this bill as a whole. If it is 
passed, as I hope it will n{)t be, I would prefer it to be made as 
nearly perfect as possible. I shaJl cast my vote against the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from New York, although 
for tactical reasons I voted otherwise in committee. I would 
have voted for any proposition in committee which I believed 
would lead to an ad verse report from the committee upon this 
bill. But if this bill is to become a law, I believe there is no 
justification or warrant to be found in the facts reported by the 
Tariff Board for any duty upon this industry, and for that rea­
son an amendment should b~ adopted making print paper and 
pulp wood free. The State of Wisconsin is one of the large 
print-paper manufacturing States of this Union. But I will 
stand for no duty on any industry unless I believe that that 
duty represents approximately the difference in the cost of pro­
duction between this and competing countries, unless it be 
shown that there is some reason for a departure from that rule 
in a particular case. 

I belieye that the facts which I have presented to the Senate 
show most conclusively that there is no justification upon any 
sound, economic principle, as applied to protective duties, for 
continuing the duties upon the manufacturing of print paper in 
this country. For that reason, Mr. President, and because I 
believe that the amendment offered by the Senator from New 
York, in the event of the adoption of this Canadian bill, will' 
defeat the very purpose of the paragraph relative to print 
paper, I shall vote against that amentlment. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, before the vote is taken, 
I wish to say a few words regarding my individual position as 
to this bill, and a few additional words regarding the parlia­
mentary situation. 

I have always been opposed to reciprocity treaties. I believe 
that these favored arrangements between countries do more to 
create international jealousy and hostility than they do to cre­
ate international friendship. I also believe that no nation 
should embarrass its fiscal system by contractual relations with 
other eountries. I believe that every nation should keep its 
fiscal system a.b~olutely within its own control; that otherwise, 
if it enters into contractual relations with one, the principle 
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carried out would mean that it would enter into contractual rela­
tions with all, and thus its entire fiscal system becomes a matter 
of contract instead of a matter of law, a matter of contract em­
barras~ed by the necessity of negotiations with the different 
countries when relief from the treaty is sought, and when im­
perative action is required upon the part of a nation with refer-

. ence to its own finances. 
Therefore I have always stood against reciprocity treaties. 

But I propose . to make an exception as to this reciprocity 
treaty, first, because of our peculiar relation to Canada and 
the desirability of freer trade with that neighboring country; 
and, second, because during 18 years of public life, in a 
vain effort, in connection with others, to secure a scientific 
system of gradually reducing the tariff through a Tariff Board 
acting under rules fixed by Congress, I have come to the con­
clusion that the only way to accomplish anything in the way 
of hostility to the high protective system -is to make a breach in 
the wall wherever an opportunity offers; and I think a most 
effectual breach in the protection wall will be made when we 
divorce the farmer from the manufacturer in the support of a 
high protecti\e tariff. 

We are beginning to realize now what was for a long time 
denied by the Republican Party, that the duty represents the 
exact additional cost imposed by American producers upon 
products which are favored by the tariff, and that whilst the 
Government of the United States receives as revenue annually 
about $300,000,000, the beneficiaries of the tariff are able to 
impose upon the people of the United States in increased prices 
for their products a tax of $3,000,000,000. Whilst the Govern­
ment receives about one-tenth of this annual tax imposed upon 
the people, the manufacturers receive nine-tenths. 

It is true that the farmer as yet has not received benefit 
from the tariff. His participation has been postponed to the 
time when consumption, in this country, of his products shall 
equal production. Then, with no exportable surplus, the tariff 
duty would be added to the domestic price. I wish to prevent 
the farmer from adding that duty to his price and thus exact­
ing from domestic consumers 30 per cent more than the world's 
price for food products, and I believe that this is the time to do 
it and that this is the way to do it. I wish to prevent the 
possibility of a farmer's graft and to take away the actuality 
of the manufacturer's graft, and the best way to accomplish 
this is to prevent any community of interest in the tariff graft. 

Mr. President, regarding the parliamentary situation, it was 
demonstrated the other day by a vote of instruction to the 
Finance Committee that the progressives of the Senate were 
in the control of the Senate; that the so-called dominant party 
had lost control; and that the control was transferred to the 
progressives of this body, consisting of about 40 Democrats and 
about 16 or 18 progressive Republicans. 

I took advantage of the opportunity then to congratulate 
the Senate upon the restoration of self-government here. For 
since the coming of the progressive Republicans into this body, 
a coming which was welcomed by the Democrats, we have seen 
a gradual advance in self-government by the Senate. The con­
trol of leaders, so-called, has been done away with. The domi­
nation of committees has been done away with. Committees 
are now regarded as the servants of the Senate, subject to its 
command. We no longer have the old domination of commit­
tees, strong in their membership and strong in the traditions of 
the Senate. 

The question now arises as to what these allied forces, 
allied not in secret meeting, but openly in the Senate and be­
fore the entire country, having secured the control of the Sen­
ate, with the attaching responsibility, propose to do regarding 
tariff reform and regarding other progressive and constructive 
legislation concerning which public opinion is now made up. 

Ur. President, representative go-rnrnment has been thrown 
into discredit in this country by reason of the fact that the 
representatives of the people have failed to respond to public 
opinion. The Senate itself has become largely discredited in 
public opinion by reason of the fact that it has not responded 
to public opinion. The House was similarly discredited at one 
time, but it is now reestablished in the good opinion of the 
people of the country by the action of the dominant party there, 
acting in party conference, adopting a specific legislative pro-
gram looking to definite results, and advancing with dignity and 
precision toward accomplishment. 

Can we not undertake the work of reestablishing the Senate 
in the esteem of the great American people? And can not these 
allied forces that gained so signal a victory a few days ago, in 
the open, not in secret caucus or conference, but before the 
entire American people, determine here and now upon a legisla­
tive program that will involve not only these questions of tariff 
reform, but other questions of reform, of progressive and con-

structive action concerning which public opinion is made up? 
Why should we not act just as decisively as the House ot 
Representatives has, mapping out what matters we propose to 
undertake in legislation and what matters we propose to under­
take in committee consideration, with a view to action at the 
next session r 

Four months and more of time are now before us-time which 
may be frittered away by such sessions as we have been having, 
but four months of effective and triumphant work if the pro­
gressives of this body determine upon a definite line of action. 

The best way of securing an early adjournment is to deter-. 
mine upon a definite line of action, first, with reference to the 
matters which are to be acted upon at this session; second, re­
garding the matters which are to be considered by our idle com­
mittees with a view to action early in the next regular session. 
I have offered a resolution upon this line presenting nine ques­
tions for immediate action, of which six have already been 
acted upon in the House, and seven other questions for consider­
ation by our idle committees with a view to action at the next 
session. These questions relate to reduction in military expendi­
ture; the creation of a board or commission of interstate trade, 
with powers of investigation, correction, ru1d recommendation to 
Congress; monetary legislation; and other matters as to the ' 
necessity of which public opinion is formed. 

Mr. President, we are met by the embarrassment that the 
Democrats in disposing of the e matters are confronted by the 
possibility of shifting changes as to their allies. The Demo­
crats for the most part believe that it will imperil this reci­
procity bill if they allow it to be amended. In taking that posi­
tion, if they do take it, they must necessarily ally themselYes 
with the reactionary portion of the Republican Party, with 
whom they have no sympathy, ancl abandon for the time being 
those allies with whom they are in sympathy, and with whom 
they have acted in the progressive program that has been before 
the Senate for some years. 

So far as I am concerned, Mr. President, I am unwilling to 
imperil this bill. It is my inclination to vote against any 
amendment which will involve any chance of imperiling it. I 
can only be shaken in that view by a definite program pre­
sented with' the absolute assurance of accomplishment. 

Certainly the progressives of this body can take up and pass 
not only the reciprocity treaty, but bills reducing high pro­
tective duties and involving other measures of reform and 
constructive legislation which are imperatively demanded. I 
am aware that in this great work the Democrats can not ex­
pect to accomplish all that they hope to accomplish. I am 
aware that they may not be able to pass the bills in the precise 
form in which they passed the House. The difference, ho\Y­
ever, between the Democrats and the progressive Republicans 
is that whilst the progressive Republicans can not, consistently 
with their principles, go as far as the Democrats would in the 
matter of tariff reform, the Democrats acting upon their prin­
ciples can go as far in the line of reduction as the progressive 
Republicans are willing to go, and can justify themselves before 
their party and before the country upon that issue. 

I hope, therefore, Mr. President, that this alliance which has 
put the Senate practically in the control of the progressives of 
this body, which has given them not only control, but respon­
sibility, will be fruitful of results. Such beneficial results can 
not be accomplished without patient effort, without a firrn 
determination to come together, and without a firm resolYe to 
definitely act . upon a legislative program. I shall bring up for 
consideration the resolutions regarding a. definite legislative 
program, to which I have referred, at some day in the near 
future. 

l\.Ir. GRONNA. Mr. President, I shall not occupy more than 
a moment of the time of the Senate. I do not attach much 
importance to the vote that is to be taken, but there is, however, 
enough of importance in it to demand attention. I wish to give 
as much consideration to the industries of my own country as 
to those of a foreign nation. If I thought, Mr. President, that 
it would be an injury to the newspapers of this country to in­
corporate the amendment, I should not vote for it; but I have 
made some calculations from figures based on the weekly news­
papers of the country. The paper that sends out 52 issues, an 
eight-page paper, containing six columns, weighs on an average 
2 ounces. The duty on print paper is $3.75 per ton. 

Now, we will admit that the paper manufacturers in this 
country get all that duty. I understand that Mr. Norris, 
testifying before the Finance Committee, said that there was a . 
difference of $4.20 per ton in the cost of print paper in this 
country and Canada. I take it that he included the freight, 
but I do not snppo e that the newspaper men in thi country 
expect by the passage of the bill that freight will be eliminated. 
Two ounces to a paper means eight papers to the pound. Fifty-
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'two issues means 6} pounds per year for one -paper or one 
subscl'iber. That, Mr. President, means 1.21 cents per year for 
each subscriber. I do not believe that the papers in this 
'country will sustain any loss if this amendment is adopted. I 
am speaking now of the weekly papers of the country. 
- I shall vote for the so-called Root amendment. I know, Mr. 
President, that we can not amend the bill so as to make a good 
bill of it. In my judgment, the only thing that should be done 
with the bill is to make a motion to have it indefinitely post-
pooe~ · 

l\lr. President, I intend some day in the near future to make a 
few observations upon the reciprocity measure. I simply 
wanted to say these few words justifying my position in voting 
for the Root amendment 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Are there other amendments to be 

offered as in Committee of the Whole? 
l\fr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; and (at 7 o'clock and 10 minutes 

p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, June 27, 
1911, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
~!oNDAY, June ~6, 1911. 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol­

lowing prayer: 
Father in hear-en, source of all wisdom, power, and goodness, 

look with compassion upon us, pardon our sins, illumine our 
minds, impa1·t unto us strength sufficient for our needs, fill our 
hearts with love for Thee and our fellow men that we may meas­
ure up to the highest ideals of manhood in whatsoever we un­
dertake this day, that we may prove ourselves worthy as chil­
dren of the living God. In the spirit of the Master, amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday was read and 
approved. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina, for three weeks, on ac-
count of sickness in family. 

To Ur. TALCOTT of New York, one week, on account of impor­
tant business. 

To l\f r. Ho WELL, indefinitely, on account of important business. 
CORRECTING ENROLLMENT OF CERTAIN APPROPRIATION ACTS. 

The SPEAKER laid before the House House joint resolution 1, 
with Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House joint resolution 1, to correct errors in enrollment of certain 

appropriation acts approved March 4, 1911. 
The amendments were read. 
l\Ir. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House dis­

agree to the amendments and ask for a conference. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair announces the following con­

ferees. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
1\Ir_ FITZGERALD of New York, Mr. BURLESON of Texas, and Mr. CAN­

NON of Illinois. 
URGENT DEFICIENCY BILL, 

l\Ir. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Com­
mittee on Appropriations I report a bill to supply deficiencies in 
'certain appropriations. (H. Rept. 55.) 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the title. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
A bill (H. R. 12109) to supply a deficiency in the appropriatlons for 

contingent expenses of the House of Representatives for the fiscal year 
1911, and for other purposes. 

l\Ir. FITZGERALD. l\Ir. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill may be considered now in the House as in Com-
mittee of the Whole. -

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [Mr. FrTz­
aERALD] asks unanimous consent for the present consideration 
of the bill in the House as in Committee of the Whole. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I 
. suggest to the gentleman that he move to go into the Committee 
of the Whole. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I would have to do that by unanimous 
consent. 
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l\Ir. :MANN. I know that. It will probably be subject to a 
point of order, but probably nobody will make the point about 
that. 

l\Ir. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re­
solve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union to consider a bill to supply d~ficiencies in certain 
appropriations. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York moves that 
the House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the UnioR for the consideration of the bill which 
the Clerk has just reported. The question is on agreeing to that 
motion. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I 
will ask the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN] if we can 
agree upon the time for debate, so that there will be a definite 
understanding about it. 

Mr. MANN. Oh, that is not necessary. 
l\Ir. FITZGERALD. Perhaps we shall not need it. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 

Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 12109) to supply a deficiency in the appropria­
tions for contingent expenses of the House for the fiscal year 
1911, and for other purposes, with Mr. RUCKER of Missouri in 
the chair. 

On assuming the chair l\fr. RucKER of Missouri was ·greeted 
with applause. 

The CHAIRl\fAl'r. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill reported from the Committee on Appropriations to supply 
deficiencies, which the Clerk will now report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H. R. 12109) to supply a deficiency in the appropriations for 

contingent expenses of the House of Representatives for the fiscal year 
1911, and for other purposes. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to dispense with the first reading of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
FITZGERALD] asks unanimous consent to dispense with the first 
reading of the bill. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The text of the bill is as follows : 
Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby appropriated, out of any 

money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the following sums 
to supply urgent deficiencies in appropriations for the fiscal year mu: 
and for other purposes, namely: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

For miscellaneous items and expenses of special and s~lect commit­
tees, exclusive of salaries and labor, unless specifically ordered by the 
House of Representatives, $12,850. 

For stationery for Members of the House of Representatives, Dele­
gates from Territories, and Resident Commissioners, and for the use of 
the committees and officers of the House, $1,000. 

For furniture, and materials for repairs of the same, $16,800. 
For compensation of the clerk to the Speaker's table for preparing 

the Digest of the Rules for the first session of the Sixty-second Con­
gress, $1,000. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

The amount authorized to be expended for the employment of per­
sonal services under the appropriation in the District of Columbia 
appropriation act for the fiscal year 1911, for the enforcement of cer­
tain acts of Congress to prevent the spread of contagious and com­
municable diseases in the District of Columbia, is hereby increased from 
$10,000 to $10,200. 

l\fr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, this bill carries several 
items to supply deficiencies in the appropriations to enable the 
House properly to conduct its business. · 

The first item is for $12,850 for miscellaneous items of the 
House. The appropriation for the current fiscal ye;:ir was 
$75,000, but there had been expended out of this appropriation 
up to the 1st of April $57,000, leaving a balance ·to the credit 
of the appropriation at that date of $18,000. Since that time 
certain outstanding obligations which had been incurred have 
been presented, which amounted in all to about $6,627, and 
since that time there have been authorized by resolutions of the 
House certain employees whose compensation aggregates $2,600 
a month, and under .the resolutions authorizing investigations 
ot various organizations employees aggregating an expenditure 
of $1,700 a month have been employed. 

In addition to this; the witnesses who have been brought here 
by these various committees have incurred obligations which 
require these expenditures. So that a careful computation 
shows that it will require for the balance of the fiscal year the 
amount specified in the bill . 

For furniture for the House of Representatives there was 
appropriated $20,000. , 

Mr. NOR~ns. l\fr. Chairman, I would like to· ask the gentle­
man a question before he leaves the first item. 
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